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Bl.   Introduction 

On  January  5,  1977,  Dr.  Floyd  Kinsinger,  Range  Staff  Leader, 
Denver  Service  Center  sent  a  letter  to  50  Range  Scientists  from 
throughout  the  western  United  States    (see  Section  III  for  mailing 
list).  The  letter  requested  their  comments  on  suitability  of  rangelands 
for  livestock  grazing  and  more  specifically  the  Denver  Service  Center 
Range  Staff  draft  suitability  standards  for  BLM.   They  were  requested 
to  respond  to  14  discussion  items  listed  under  the  title  Discussion 
Items  on  Range  Suitability  Criteria  and  Standards  (See  Section  IV  for 
these  discussion  items).   In  addition  they  were  supplied  with  DSC's 
draft  suitability  standards  (see  Section  V). 

II.   Results  and  Discussion 

Of  the  50  Range  Scientists  which  the  letter  was  sent  to  29  responded. 
Nine  of  these  did  not  complete  the  discussion  items  but  did  comment 
in  general  about  the  subject  of  range  suitability.   The  direct  yes  or 
no  responses  were  tabulated  and  summarized  (see  enclosure  IV — Summary — 
Discussion  Items  on  Range  Suitability  Criteria  and  Standards) .   The 
reader  is  cautioned  not  to  take  those  responses  at  face  value  since 
most  were  accompanied  by  a  narrative  which  conditioned  the  response. 
Not  all  of  those  responding  did  respond  to  each  discussion  item. 
These  narrative  responses  were  also  compiled  by  discussion  item  number 
under  the  title  Narrative  Responses  to  Discussion  Items  on  Range 
Suitability  Criteria  and  Standards  (see  Section  VII).   The  following 
is  an  attempt  to  summarize  the  narrative  responses  on  each  discussion 
item. 

1.  Suitable  range  is  defined  as  "Range  accessible  to  livestock  and 
which  can  be  grazed  on  a  sustained  yield  basis  without  damage  to  the 
resource"  (SRM,  A  Glossary  of  Terms  used  in  Range  Management). 

Do  you  agree  with  this  definition?  Yes  No  

If  "no",   provide  a  revised  definition. 

— No  consensus — many  disagree  with  SRM  definition  of  suitable  range. 

2.  Are  range  suitability  criteria  and  standards  necessary  for  management 
of  western  rangelands?  Yes  No  

No  consensus,  but  general  agreement  that  criteria  and  standards  (or 
guides)  are  necessary.   They  should  not  be  hard  and  fast. 
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3.   Should  an  inventory  of  suitable  range  be  made  as  a  part  of  establishing 

carrying  capacity  of  the  land  for  livestock  grazing?  Yes  No  

Comment : 

The  general  opinion  is  that  an  inventory  of  suitable  range  should  be 
made  as  a  part  of  carrying  capacity  determinations. 

A.   Should  the  same  suitability  criteria  and  standards  be  applied  to 
all  rangelands  throughout  the  west  regardless  of  ownership  and 
administrative  responsibility?  Yes  No  

If  "no",  what  do  you  recommend? 

There  were  many  different  opinions  on  this  item  but  there  does  appear 
to  be  agreement  that  identical  criteria  and  standards  for  all  western 
ranges  would  not  be  workable  and  that  local  flexibility  is  needed. 

5.  Can  the  same  suitability  criteria  and  standards  be  applied  to  all 
classes  or  kinds  of  livestock?  Yes  No  

Comment : 

The  consensus  opinion  is  that  the  same  suitability  standard  cannot  be 
applied  to  all  classes  or  kinds  of  livestock. 

6.  Can  the  same  suitability  criteria  and  standards  be  applied 
regardless  of  season  of  use?  Yes  No  

Comment : 

Two  schools  of  thought  surface  here.   One  is  that  suitability  does  not 
vary  by  season,  but  the  majority  opinion  seems  to  be  that  different 
criteria  are  needed  for  different  seasons  because  of  soil  moisture, 
snow  cover,  distance  to  water  and  steepness  of  slope. 

7.  In  light  of  your  response  to  the  above  discussion  items,  please 
provide  your  comments  on  the  attached  draft  suitability  standards. 
The  draft  is  arranged  in  a  dichotoraous  key  to  facilitate  its  use.   The 
criteria  and  standards  used  are  self  explanatory  except  possibly  "SSF". 
This  refers  to  Soil  Surface  Factor  which  is  a  rating  system  used  to 
determine  the  erosion  condition  class.   Enclosed  is  the  form  used  for 
determining  erosion  condition  class. 

Comment: 

A  wide  range  of  opinion  is  evident  on  this  discussion  item.   Two  points 

seem  to  surface  in  the  responses.   First,  the  key  and  the  elements 

are  useful.   Second,  flexibility  in  the  standards  are  necessary  because 
of  regional  variation  on  regional  conditions. 
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8.   In  addition  to  your  comments  above,  please  comment  on  each  individual 
criterion  and  standard  in  the  draft. 


Standard  for 
Suitable  Range 

Is  this 

Adequate? 

Criterion 

Yes 

No 

Comment 

Slope 

Production 

SSF 

Distance  from  Water 

<  51  percent 

<  32  acres/AUM 

<  60 

<  four  miles 

(It  is  understood  that  there  are  interrelationships  among  criteria,  i.e. 
slope  and  soil  erosion  susceptibility;  and  that  some  rangeland  is 
potentially  suitable  even  though  the  above  standards  are  presently 
'exceeded;  for  example,  water  development  on  areas  where  water  is 
limiting  or  vegetation  manipulation  in  areas  for  increased  production 
where  the  potential  exists.   Your  response  to  this  discussion  item 
should  be  to  each  criterion  standing  alone  without  regard  to  its 
relationship  to  other  criteria,  and  to  the  upper  limit  of  the  proposed 
standard  for  that  particular  criterion.) 

The  overriding  opinion  on  this  discussion  item  is  that  exceptions  need 
to  be  provided  for  and/or  that  a  sliding  scale  is  necessary  in  the 
use  of  the  standards. 


9.   Do  you  think  other  criteria  and  standards  should  be  used  in  addition 
to  or  different  from  those  in  item  8  above?  Yes        No 


If  "yes",  please  list  the  criteria  and  standards: 
Criteria  Standard 


• 


Many  different  opinions  were  expressed  on  this  item.   No  generalities 
can  be  drawn  from  these  responses. 

10.  In  addition  to  physical  or  environmental  constraints  which  may 
make  rangeland  unsuitable  for  livestock  grazing,  such  as  steep  slopes 
or  highly  erosive  soils,  are  there  economic  constraints  which  make 
land  unsuitable?  Yes  No  

If  "yes",  please  list  below: 

Most  agreed  that  economics  should  not  enter  into  suitability  determina- 
tions.  These  determinations  should  be  based  strictly  on  physical  or 
environmenal  constraints. 

11.  If  you  believe  suitability  determination  is  an  essential  part  of 
management  of  rangelands,  what  is  the  best  means  of  obtaining  such 
data? 

Field  inventory 

Remote  Sensing 

Topo  Maps 


Other  (list) 
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Most  agreed  that  a  combination  of  all  these  means  is  necessary  to  deter- 
mine suitability  of  rangelands. 

12.  Would  it  be  appropriate  to  have  standardized  procedures  for  suit- 
ability determination  for  use  by  all  rangeland  managing  agencies? 
Yes  No  . 

Many  different  opinions  were  expressed.   No  generalizations  can  be  made 
from  the  responses. 

13.  Do  you  believe  additional  research  is  needed  in  developing  suitability 
criteria  and  standards?  Yes  No  . 

17  Yes,  A  No. 

14.  Please  provide  any  additional  comments  you  wish  to  make  on  this 
subject. 

No  attempt  was  made  to  summarize  these  comments  since  there  seems  to  be 
no  common  thread.   The  reader  is  encouraged  to  read  the  individual 
responses  in  Section  VII. 
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III.  List  of  Range  Scientists  Requested  to  Comment  en  Suitability  of 
Rangelands  for  Livestock  Grazing. 

Mr.  D.  R.  Cable 

School  of  Renewable  Natural  Resources 

University  of  Arizona 

Tucson,  Arizona  85721 

Dr.  E.  L.  Smith 

School  of  Renewable  Natural  Resources 

University  of  Arizona 

Tucson,  Arizona  85721 

Dr.  J.  0.  Klemmendson 

School  of  Renewable  Natural  Resources 

University  of  Arizona 

Tucson,  Arizona  85721 

Dr.  P.  R.  Ogden 

School  of  Renewable  Natural  Resources 

University  of  Arizona 

Tucson,  Arizona  85721 

Dr.  E.  M.  Schmutz 

School  of  Renewable  Natural  Resources 

University  of  Arizona 

Tucson,  Arizona  85721 

Dr.  H.  F.  Heady 

School  of  Forestry  and  Conservation 
University  of  California 
Berkeley,  California  94720 

Dr.  J.  W.  Menke 

School  of  Forestry  and  Conservation 
University  of  California 
Berkeley,  California  94720 

Mr.  W.  J.  Clawson 
Extension  Service 
University  of  California 
Davis,  California  95616 

Dr.  D.  W.  Hedrick 
School  of  Natural  Resources 
California  State  University 
Humboldt  Areata,  California  95521 
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Dr.  R.  B.  Turner 
School  of  Natural  Resources 
California  State  University 
Humboldt  Areata,  California  95521 
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Dr.  C.  W.  Cook 

Range  Science  Department 

College  of  Forestry  and  Natural  Resources 

Colorado  State  University 

Fort  Collins,  Colorado  80523 

Dr.  R.  M.  Hyde 

Range  Science  Department 

College  of  Forestry  and  Natural  Resources 

Colorado  State  University 

Fort  Collins,  Colorado  80523 

Dr.  D.  N.  Hyder 

Range  Science  Department 

College  of  Forestry  and  Natural  Resources 

Colorado  State  University 

Fort  Collins,  Colorado  80523 

Dr.  W.  A.  Laycock 

Range  Science  Department 

College  of  Forestry  and  Natural  Resources 

Colorado  State  University 

Fort  Collins,  Colorado  80523 

Dr.  G.  M.  Van  Dyne 
Range  Science  Department 
(College  of  Forestry  and  Natural  Resources 
Colorado  State  University 
Fort  Collins,  Colorado  80523 

Dr.  Minoru  Hironaka 

College  of  Forestry,  Wildlife,  and  Range  Sciences 

University  of  Idaho 

Moscow,  Idaho  83843 

Dr.  L.  A.  Sharp 

College  of  Forestry,  Wildlife,  and  Range  Sciences 

University  of  Idaho 

Moscow,  Idaho  83843 

Dr.  Gene  F.  Payne 

Department  of  Animal  and  Range  Sciences 

College  of  Agriculture 

Montana  State  University 

Bozeman,  Montana  59715 

Dr.  Don.  E.  Ryerson 

Department  of  Animal  and  Range  Sciences 
College  of  Agriculture 
Montana  State  University 
ozeman,  Montana  59715 
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Dr.  C.  L.  Wamboldt 

Department  of  Animal  and  Range  Sciences 

College  of  Agriculture 

Montana  State  University 

Bozeman,  Montana  59715 
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Mr.  John  L.  Artz 

Division  of  Renewable  Natural  Resources 

University  of  Nevada 

Reno,  Nevada  89507 

Dr.  P.  T.  Tueller 

Division  of  Renewable  Natural  Resources 

University  of  Nevada 

Reno,  Nevada  89507 

Dr.  Gary  B.  Donart 

Department  of  Animal  and  Range  Sciences 

New  Mexico  State  University 

Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico  88003 

Dr.  Robert  P.  Gibbens 

Depertment  of  Animal  and  Range  Sciences 

New  Mexico  State  University 

Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico  88003 

Dr.  Rex  D.  Pieper 

Department  of  Animal  and  Range  Sciences 

New  Mexico  State  University 

Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico  88003 
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Dr.  W.  C.  Krueger 
epartment  of  Animal  Science 
Oregon  State  University 
Corvallis,  Oregon  97331 


Dr.  J.  L.  Schuster 
Department  of  Range  Science 
Texas  A  &  M  University 
University  Station,  Texas  77843 

Dr.  L.  B.  Merrill 
Department  of  Range  Science 
Texas  A  &  M  University 
University  Station,  Texas  77843 

Dr.  B.  J.  Ragsdale 
Department  of  Range  Science 
Texas  A  &  M  University 
University  Station,  Texas  77843 

Dr.  Don  D.  Dwyer 
Department  of  Range  Science 
College  of  Natural  Resources 
Utah  State  University 
Logan,  Utah  84321 

Ar.  F.  E.  Busby 
department  of  Range  Science 

College  of  Natural  Resources 

Utah  State  University 

Logan,  Utah  84321 
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Dr.  J.  C.  Malechek 
Department  of  Range  Science 
"College  of  Natural  Resources 
Utah  State  University 
Logan,  Utah  84321 

Mr.  K.  G.  Parker 
Department  of  Range  Science 
College  of  Natural  Resources 
Utah  State  University 
Logan,  Utah  84321 

Dr.  Grant  A.  Harris 

Department  of  Forestry  and  Range  Management 

College  of  Agriculture 

Washington  State  University,  Pullman,  Washington  99163 

Dr.  Ben  F.  Roche 

Department  of  Forestry  and  Range  Management 

College  of  Agriculture 

Washington  State  University,  Pullman,  Washington  99163 

Dr.  H.  G.  Fisser 

Range  Management  Section 

Division  of  Plant  Science 

University  of  Wyoming,  Laramie,  Wyoming  82070 

•Dr.  K.  L.  Johnson 
Range  Management  Section 
Division  of  Plant  Science 
University  of  Wyoming,  Laramie,  Wyoming  32070 

Dr.  Donald  Burzlaff 

Range  Science  Department 

Texas  Tech.  University,  Lubbock,  Texas  79406 

Dr.  James  P.  Blaisdell 

Intermountain  Forest  and  Range  Experiment  Station 

507  25th  Street 

Ogden,  Utah  84401 

Dr.  Paul  E.  Packer 

Intermountain  Forest  and  Range  Experiment  Station 

860  North  12  East 

Logan,  Utah  84321 

Dr.  Neil  C.  Frichnecht 

Intermountain  Forest  and  Range  Experiment  Station 

Shrub  Sciences  Laboratory 

735  North  500  East,  Provo,  Utah  84601 

Mr.  Ralph  C.  Holmgren 
intermountain  Forest  and  Range  Experiment  Station 
^jhrub  Sciences  Laboratory 

735  North  500  East,  Provo,  Utah  84601 
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Mr.  A.  Perry   Piuinmer 

Intermountain  Forest  and  Range  Experiment  Station 

Schrib  Sciences  Laboratory 

735  North  500  East 

Provo,  Utah  84601 

Dr.  Richard  0.  Meeuwig 

Intermountain  Forest  and  Range  Experiment  Station 

College  of  Agriculture,  University  of  Nevada 

920  Valley  Road 

Reno,  Nevada  89502 

Mr.  Jon  M.  Skovlin 

Pacific  Northwest  Forest  and  Range  Experiment  Station 

Range  and  Wildlife  Laboratory 

C  Avenue,  Gekelir  Lane  (Route  2,  Box  2315) 

Le  Grande,  Oregon  97850 

Dr.  Dixie  R.  Smith 

Rocky  Mountain  Forest  and  Range  Experiment  Station 

240  West  Prospect  Street 

Fort  Collins,  Colorado  80521 
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Dr.  Pat  0.  Currie 

Rocky  Mountain  Forest  and  Range  Experiment  Station 

240  West  Prospect  Street 

Fort  Collins,  Colorado  80521 


Dr.  S.  Clark  Martin 

Rocky  Mountain  Forest  and  Range  Experiment  Station 

Tumamoc  Hill,  University  of  Arizona 

P0.  Box  4460 

Tucson,  Arizona  85717 

Dr.  Carlton  H.  Herbel 
Agricultural  Research  Service 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 
P0.  Box  696 
Las  Cruces,  New  Mexico  88001 

Dr.  Richard  E.  Eckert,  Jr. 

Agricultural  Research  Service 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture 

Renewable  Resource  Center,  University  of  Nevada 

Reno,  Nevada  89502 
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Charles  C.  McAfee 
P.O.  Box  2440 
Federal  Bldg. 
Casper,  Wyoming  82602 

Claude  C.  Dillon 
360  U.S.  Court  House 
Spokane,  Washington  99201 

Lamar  R.  Mason 

Room  4012,  Federal  Bldg. 

125  S.  State  Street 

Salt  Lake  City,  Utah  84138 

Daniel  R.  Merkel 

Federal  Bldg. 

1220  S.W.  3rd  Avenue 

16th  Floor 

Portland,  Oregon  97204 

Tom  Eaman 

P.O.  Box  17107 

Denver,  Colorado  80216 

Tom  E.  Mullins 
P.O.  Box  4850 
Reno,  Nevada  89505 

Ivan  R.  Porter 
3008  Federal  Bldg. 
230  N.  1st  Avenue 
Phoenix,  Arizona  85025 

Douglas  V.  Sellars 
2828  Chiles  Road 
Davis,  CA  95616 

Donald  H.  Fulton 
Room  345 

304  N.  8th  Street 
Boise,  Idaho  83702 

Robert  L.  Ross 

P.O.  Box  970 

Bozeman,  Montana  59715 
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DISCUSSION  ITEMS  ON  RANGE  SUITABILITY 
CRITERIA  AND  STANDARDS 


1.  Suitable  range  is  defined  as  "Range  accessible  to  livestock  and  which 
can  be  grazed  on  a  sustained  yield  basis  without  damage  to  the  resource" 
(SRM,  A  Glossary  of  Terms  used  in  Range  Management). 

Do  you  agree  with  this  definition?  Yes No 

If  "no",  provide  a  revised  definition. 


2.  Are  range  suitability  criteria  and  standards  necessary  for  management 

of  western  range! ands?  Yes No 

Comment: 


Should  an  inventory  of  suitable  range  be  made  as  a  part  of  establishing 

carrying  capacity  of  the  land  for  livestock  grazing?  Yes No 

Comment: 


4.  Should  the  same  suitability  criteria  and  standards  be  applied  to  all 

rangelands  throughout  the  west  regardless  of  ownership  and  administrative 
responsibility?  Yes No 

If  "no",  what  do  you  recommend? 


• 
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5.  Can  the  same  suitability  criteria  and  standards  be  applied  to  all  classes 

or  kinds  of  livestock?  Yes No 

Comment: 


6.  Can  the  same  suitability  criteria  and  standards  be  applied  regardless  of 

season  of  use?  Yes No 

Comment: 


# 


7.  In  light  of  your  response  to  the  above  discussion  items,  please  provide 
your  comments  on  the  attached  draft  suitability  standards.  The  draft 
is  arranged  in  a  dichotomous  key  to  facilitate  its  use.  The  criteria 
and  standards  used  are  self  explanatory  except  possibly  "SSF".  This 
refers  to  Soil  Surface  Factor  which  is  a  rating  system  used  to 
determine  the  erosion  condition  class.  Enclosed  is  the  form  used  for 
determining  erosion  condition  class. 
Comment: 


t 
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8.  In  addition  to  your  comments  above,  please  comment  on  each  individual 
criterion  and  standard  in  the  draft. 
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Criterion 

Standard  for 
Suitable  Ranqe 

Is  this 
Yes 

Adequate? 
No 

Comment 

Slope 

Production 

SSF 

Distance  form 

Water 

<51  percent 

<32  acres/AUM 

<60 

<  four  miles 

(It  is  understood  that  there  are  interrelationships  among  criteria,  i.e. 
slope  and  soil  erosion  susceptibility;  and  that  some  rangeland  is 
potentially  suitable  even  though  the  above  standards  are  presently 
exceeded;  for  example,  water  development  on  areas  where  water  is 
limiting  or  vegetation  manipulation  in  areas  for  increased  production 
where  the  potential  exists.  Your  response  to  this  discussion  item 
should  be  to  each  criterion  standing  alone  without  regard  to  its 
relationship  to  other  criteria,  and  to  the  upper  limit  of  the  proposed 
standard  for  that  particular  criterion.) 

Do  you  think  other  criteria  and  standards  should  be  used  in  addition  to 
or  different  from  those  in  item  8  above?  Yes No 

If  "yes",  please  list  the  criteria  and  standards: 

Criteria  Standard 


10.  In  addition  to  physical  or  environmental  constraints  which  may  make 
rangeland  unsuitable  for  livestock  grazing,  such  as  steep  slopes  or 
highly  erosive  soils,  are  there  economic  constraints  which  make  land 
unsiutable?  Yes No 

If  "yes",  please  list  below: 
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11.  If  you  believe  suitability  determination  is  an  essential  part  of  manage- 
ment of  rangelands,  what  is  the  best  means  of  obtaining  such  data? 

Field  inventory  

Remote  Sensing  

Topo  Maps 
Other  (list) 


12.  Would  it  be  appropriate  to  have  standardized  procedures  for  suitability 

determination  for  use  by  all  rangeland  managing  agencies?  Yes 

No 

13.  Do  you  believe  additional  research  is  needed  in  developing  suitability 
criteria  and  standards?  Yes No 

14.  Please  provide  any  additional  comments  you  wish  to  make  on  this  subject 
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Range  Suitabi 1 ity 


RANGE  SUITABILITY  MAPPING  SYMBOLS 

Vegetative  Types 


Suitable  range  -  S  (green)  and/or   == 
Potentially  suitable  range  -  PS 

Low  production  -  (yellow)  and/or  '//// 

Lack  of  water  -  (sky  blue)  and/cr^\\ 

Erosion  -  (red)  and/or         <^tf 

Unsuitable  range  -  U  (brown)  and/or  Hill 

Suitabi! ity  Modifers 

Dense  brush  -  B 
Down  timber  -  D 
frail  nr  unstable  soils  -  E 

Inaccessible  -  I 

Low  production  (present)  -  L 

Recreation  area  development  -  P 

Rocks  -  R 

Dense  timber  -  T 

Lack  of  water  -  W 


1  -  Grass 

2  -  Meadow 

3  -  Perennial  forb 

4  -  Sagebrush 

5  -  Mountain  shrub 

6  -  Conifer 

7  -  Waste  (dense  timber  and  brush 

8  -  Barren  (practically  no  natura 

vegetation) 

9  -  Pincn-juniper 

10  -  Broad  leaf  trees 

11  -  Creosote  bush 

12  -  Mesquite 

13  -  Saltbush 

14  -  Greasewood 

15  -  Winterfat 

16  -  Desert  shrub 

17  -  Half  shrub 

18  -  Annuals 


Ma 


"q  Examples 


S1-B113      Suitable  grassland  type,  type  write-up  number  Bli2. 

PS4W-B115    Potentially  suitable  sagebrush  type  (lack  of  water),  type  write-up 
number  B115. 

PS9L-D120    Potentially  suitable  Pinon-Juniper  type  (low  production).  Current 
grazing  capacity  is  in  lower  than  the  established  cutoff  point 
(e.g.  requires  more  than  32  acres/AUM).  Potential  exists  to  produce 
more  forage  than  the  cutoff  point  (e.g.  requires  less  than  32  acres/ 
AUM)  either  thru  management  or  treatment. 

U9L-B125     Unsuitable  Pinycn-Juniper  type  (low  production).  Current  crazing 

capacity  is  lower  than  the  established  cutoff  point.  Potential  does 
not  exist,  either  thru  management  or  treatment  to  improve  production 
to  the  cutoff  point. 

PS9E-D140     Potentially  suitable  Pinon-juniper  type  (erosion).  Current  SSF  is 
higher  than  established  standard.  Potential  exists  to  lower  SSF  to 
acceptable  standards  for  suitable  range. 
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VII.   Narrative  Responses  to  Discussion  Items  on  Range  Suitability  Criteria 
nd  Standards. 


1.   Suitable  range  is  defined  as  "Range  accessible  to  livestock  and  which 

can  be  grazed  on  a  sustained  yield  basis  without  damage  to  the  resource" 
(SRM,  A  Glossary  of  Terms  used  in  Range  Management). 

Do  you  agree  with  this  definition?  Yes  No  

If  "no",  provide  a  revised  definition. 

No.   Accessibility  has  little  to  do  with  this.   If  not 
accessible  it  can't  be  grazed.   Rangeland  which  can  be 
grazed  economically  by  livestock  on  a  sustained  yield  basis 
is  suitable  for  grazing.   (Sustained  yield  basis-same  as 
"without  damage  to  the  resource".) 

D.  Burzlaff 

No.   Those  parts  of  a  range  allotment  accessible  to  livestock. 

G.  A.  Harris 

No.   Does  not  include  possibilities  for  manipulations  of 
"natural  conditions".   "Damage"  is  a  word  that  means 
different  things  to  different  people  and  "resource"  can 
be  "potential"  or  "as  is". 

Terwilliger-Bonham-Cook 

■       No.   Change  to:   "Range  accessibile  to  livestock  or  can  be 

made  accessible  by  improvements  and  which  can  be  grazed  on  a 
sustained  yield  basis  without  damage  to  the  resource" 

P.  Ogden 

No.   Add. . .without  damage  to  associated  resources. 

R.  M.  Hyde 

No.   "Range  accessible  to  livestock  which  has  the  potential, 
under  proper  management,  for  grazing  on  a  substained  yield 
basis."  The  phrase  "without  damage  to  the  resource"  is 
implied  in  sustained  yield. 

E.  L.  Smith 

Yes.   Note  that  the  only  criteria  mentioned  in  this  definition 
is  the  area  must  be  able  to  be  "grazed  on  a  sustained  yield 
basis  without  damage  to  the  resource".   What  the  BLM  really 
needs  is  a  method  to  evaluate  "without  damage  to  the  resource", 
i.e.,  ecological  range  condition. 

F.  Busbv 


No.   I  think  the  terra  "range  suitability"  is  misleading  and 
its  present  use  should  be  discouraged.   First,  a  range  isn't 
simply  "suitable"  or  "unsuitable",  and  it  may  be  "unsuitable" 
today,  "suitable"  tomorrow.   Second,  if  range  suitability  is 
a  valid,  useable  rating  classification,  it  should  not  be 
limited  only  to  livestock  use.   How  about  use  for  deer, 
off-road  vehicles,  etc.?  Does  it  really  tell  the  manager 
what  he  needs  to  know? 

J.  L.  Artz 

No.   I  believe  the  word  economically  should  be  inserted 
after  grazed  ..."  can  be  grazed  economically  on  a  sustained 
.  .  ."  We  have  a  number  of  ranges  which  are  suitable  otherwise 
but  are  not  practical  to  graze  because  they  are  far  removed 
from  available  livestock  operations  and  cost  of  administration 
far  exceeds  grazing  value. 

P.  0.  Currie 

No.   "Range  accessible  to  livestock  and  game  and  which  ..." 
On  ranges  of  Texas  the  game  animals  and  birds  are  very  import- 
ant in  economic  considerations  and  must  be  considered  in 
overall  grazing — certainly  on  private  lands. 

L.  B.  Merrill 

Yes.   Does  not  apply  to  forested  range.   Here,  timber  stand 
density  or  cover  is  more  important  than  grazing  in  determining 
suitability  for  grazing. 

R.  B.  Turner 
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2.   Are  range  suitability  criteria  and  standards  necessary  for  management 

of  western  rangelands?  Yes  No  

Comment: 


Yes.  Criteria  and  standards  are  a  real  aid  in  conceptual- 
izing management.  They  should  not  provide  alternatives  to 
management. 

Don  D.  Dwyer 

Yes.   Criteria  and  guides  are  useful  as_  such  but  should  not 
become  hard,  fast  rules. 

K.  G.  Parker 

Yes.   Probably  although  it  may  be  possible  and  desirable 
to  set  stocking  rates  on  some  areas  where  suitability  is 
taken  into  account  by  knowledge  of  the  areas  that  were  to 
be  grazed  at  a  given  level. 

P.  T.  Tueller 

Yes.   They  are  necessary  in  order  to  include  the  entire 
rangeland  entity. 

L.  B.  Merrill 

No.   Range  suitability  criteria  are  simply  bookkeeping  or 
accounting  systems  for  administrative  or  supervisory  purposes. 
The  tendency  is  to  reduce  these  criteria  to  the  simplest 
standard  and  then  apply  this  oversimplified  standard  to  a 
large  number  of  ranges  over  a  wide  geographic  area. 
Management  usually  suffers  because  "managing"  becomes  dependant 
on  how  well  it  fits  the  criteria  or  "pigeon  hole". 
Management  should  be  based  on  a  number  of  other  factors 
rather  than  on  this  pigeon  hole  approach. 

P.  0.  Currie 

Yes.   If  we  mean  management  without  "sacrifice  areas". 

S.  C.  Martin 

No.   Not  in  the  way  they  are  presented  in  your  4/9/76  memo 
or  key.   Suitability  guidelines  are  necessary,  of  course,  if 
it  is  to  be  used  but  if  suitability  is  to  be  a  useful 
classification  it  must  be  based  on  a  number  of  factors, 
some  often  synergistic,  which  can  only  be  described  and 
analyzed  by  the  experienced  manager  in  the  field. 

J.  L.  Artz 


• 


• 


Yes.   To  a  large  degree  suitability  is  as  much  a  function  of 
management  skill  as  ecological  potential.   Standards  will 
need  varying  levels  of  rigidity  depending  on  the  interaction 
of  ecological  sensitivity  and  management  skill  of  the  on- 
the-ground  decision  maker. 

W.  C.  Krueger 

Yes.   I  am  afraid  we  must  have  this  type  of  information  as 
one  of  the  bases  for  management  of  western  lands.   It  should 
not  become  the  only  or  even  primary  basis  for  land  management 
decisions. 

W.  J.  Clawson 

Yes.   Land  types  which  are  so  rugged  or  barren  that  livestock 
use  is  impracticable  or  sites  which  are  naturally  so  unstable 
that  livestock  grazing,  even  under  good  condition  and 
management,  would  have  undesirable  results,  should  be  considered 
unsuitable. 

E.  L.  Smith 

Yes.   If  a  structured  range  inventory  is  to  be  made. 

G.  A.  Harris 

Yes.   Guidelines  are  helpful  in  developing  management  plans. 
However,  each  situation  must  be  evaluated  on  its  own  unique 
characteristics.   Thus,  if  criteria  and  standards  are  intended 
to  provide  guidance,  they  are  good.   If  they  are  intended 
to  provide  rules,  they  will  probably  cause  more  problems 
than  they  solve. 

F.  Busby 

No.   Every  range  allotment  and  grazing  unit  has  its  unique 
conditions  and  management  which  determine  what  range  is 
suitabile  for  livestock  grazing.   The  sum  total  of  range 
management  principles  and  experience  determine  what  is 
suitable,  not  a  unique  list  of  criteria  and  standards. 

P.  Ogden 

No.   Lots  of  ranges,  both  public  and  private,  have  been 
satisfactorily  used  without  them.   This,  however,  is  not 
to  say  they  may  have  been  more  successful  or  efficient 
with  them. 

J.  M.  Skovlin 
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Yes.   Suitability  standards  (guides)  are  needed,  but 
they  should  not  replace  judgment  in  the  final  analysis. 
They  are  helpful  as  a  training  tool. 

Tervilliger-Bonham-Cook 

Do  not  know.   We  do  not  use  much  under  Texas  conditions. 

B.  J.  Ragsdale. 

No.   But  my  judgments  are  based  on  private  land  management. 
Perhaps  on  public  lands  today  suitability  must  be  substantiated 
for  every  use — or  decision  about  use. 

D.  A.  Burzlaff 
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Should  an  inventory  of  suitable  range  be  made  as  a  part  of  establishing 

carrying  capacity  of  the  land  for  livestock  grazing?  Yes  

No  Comment : 

Yes.   Certainly  areas  that  cannot  or  should  not  be  used  should 
not  be  included  in  present  carrying  capacity  estimations. 
However,  the  procedures  you  are  suggesting  are  arbitrary  and 
would  not  provide  the  basic  field  data  for  continuing 
management  decisions. 

J.  L.  Artz 

Yes.   Parts  of  the  range  that  can't  be  used  without  damaging 
more  accessible  or  less  fragile  range  should  be  excluded 
from  carrying  capacity  estimates.   A  category  of  "conditionally 
suitable" might  be  used  where  water  development  on  some  other 
improvement  is  needed  to  make  range  useable. 

S.  C.  Martin 

Yes.   An  inventory  of  the  characteristics  (slope,  production, 
distance  from  water)  that  make  a  range  "suitable"  or  "un- 
suitable" should  be  included  in  the  planning  process.   These 
characteristics  should  then  be  evaluated  in  relation  to  the 
specific  allotment  situation  (ability  of  manager,  season 
of  use,  kind  of  grazing  animal). 

F.  Busby 

Yes.   Such  an  inventory  is  part  of  the  process  of  classifying 
and  mapping  land  according  to  its  potential  productivity  and 
use  (i.e.,  range  sites)  and  its  present  status  in  relation 
to  its  potential  (i.e.,  range  condition). 

E.  L.  Smith 

Yes.   Discount  range  inaccessible  to  livestock  regardless 
of  production.   Just  be  certain  about  accessibility. 

R.  M.  Hyde 

No.   Range  units  should  be  mapped  into  range  sites  and  the 
level  of  livestock  use  which  can  result  in  sustained  yield 
evaluation  for  each  site.   Thus,  a  proper  level  of  use  is 
assigned  for  each  site.   In  a  sense  this  is  suitability 
mapping  but  within  the  range  site  mapping  concept. 

P.  Ogden 

Yes.   Perhaps  a  good  place  to  start  as  little  is  known  in 
terms  of  historical  "hard"  data. 

J.  N.  Skovlin 
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Yes.   Can't  be  avoided  in  a  scientific  approach  to  grazing 
capacity.   If  you  take  a  strictly  "observational"  approach, 
the  livestock  will  show  you  where  suitable  and  unsuitable 
portions  are.   But  if  you  wish  to  make  a  structured  analysis 
some  form  or  expression  of  suitability  must  be  used. 

G.  A.  Harris 

Yes.   If  suitability  is  replaced  by  grazeable. 

D.  F.  Burzlaff 

Yes.   With  an  understanding  of  variation  as  a  result  of 
factors  mentioned  in  #2  above,  carrying  capacity  is  directly 
influenced  by  management  skill.   High  skill/poor  site  may 
equal  low  skill/high  site,  etc. 

W.  C.  Krueger 

Yes.   I  would  assume  that  all  types  of  range  would  be 
inventoried  when  establishing  carrying  capacity.   Suitable 
range  should  have  a  higher  carrying  capacity  than  unsuitable 
range  and  this  might  even  be  reflected  in  the  lowering  of 
an  estimated  carrying  capacity. 

W.  J.  Clawson 

Yes.   Unsuitable  range  should  be  excluded  and  relative  suitability 
used  to  derive  carrying  capacity. 

R.  B.  Turner 

Yes.   This  should  be  an  important  component  of  the  development 
of  a  management  plan. 

D.  D.  Dwyer 

Yes.   But  with  the  provisions  that  management  decisions  would 
not  be  shorted  out  by  inflexible  suitability  classifications 
made  under  any  extreme  of  conditions  such  as  drought. 

K.  G.  Parker 

Yes.   However,  this  may  constitute  a  horrendous  methodology 
problem.   It  is  not  going  to  be  easy  to  determine  the 
percent  of  an  area  above  a  certain  slope  percentage.   USGS 
is  now  doing  slope  steepness  maps  but  only  a  very  few  quads 
have  been  completed.   I  saw  a  new  ingenious  slope  mapping 
procedure  that  the  GS  is  involved  with  at  Menlo  Park. 

P.  T.  Tueller 
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Yes.   How  else  can  accurate  carrying  capacities  be  established 

L.  B.  Merrill 

Yes.   An  inventory  is  needed  simply  to  tell  where  the  lands 
are  located  and  their  real  and  potential  use  for  livestock 
grazing.   The  problem  or  downfall  comes  when  this  bookkeeping 
or  accounting  system  gets  used  for  management  decisions. 
See  comment  2.  above. 

P.  0.  Currie 
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4.   Should  the  same  suitability  criteria  and  standards  be  applied  to  all 

rangelands  throughout  the  west  regardless  of  ownership  and  administrative 
responsibility?  Yes  No  

If  "no",  what  do  you  recommend? 

No.   Because  ownership  and  administrative  responsibility 
may  be  more  flexible  in  some  cases,  e.g.,  private  versus 
federal  lands.   Known  livestock  grazing  habits  are  the  most 
reliable  criteria  for  privately  owned  lands. 

R.  B.  Turner 

No.   The  ideal  would  probably  be  a  range  of  values  which 
would  guide  judgements  for  given  vegetation  types.   There 
are  such  significant  variations  in  reaction  of  ranges  to 
grazing  in  such  areas  as  seasonal,  intermountain  compared  to 
yearlong  southwestern  that  identical  criteria  and  standards 
for  all  western  ranges  would  be  laughable. 

D.  D.  Dwyer 

Yes.   Provided  there  is  flexibility  for  changes  in  ambient 
conditions  which  might  warrant  changes  in  suitability  class 
|        for  a  given  site. 

K.  G.  Parker 

Yes.   However,  there  may  be  a  need  to  adjust  criteria 
depending  upon  plant  community  and  soil  type  especially 
soil  type. 

P.  T.  Tueller 

No.   They  should  be  applicable  to  private  lands  if  desired 
by  the  land  owner.   If  I  understand  the  question. 

L.  B.  Merrill 

No.   At  maximum  suitability  criteria  should  be  developed  on 
a  Regional  basis  for  example  (1)  desert  southeast,  (2) 
intermountain,  (3)  rock  mountain,  (A)  high  plains,  (5)  annual 
grasslands,  (6)  northwest,  etc.   Minimum  yields,  erosion 
process,  when  rainfall  or  precipitation  are  received  etc. 
are  available  for  each  of  these  areas.   Likewise,  a  range 
which  can  economically  be  grazed  on  one  area  may  not  be 
suitable  on  another  although  it  wouldn't  damage  the 
resource  and  it  could  meet  all  criteria  of  the  key. 

P.  0.  Currie 
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Yes.   If  the  criteria  and  standards  are  to  apply  all  our 
best  range  management  principles  to  accomplish  a  goal  of 
sustained  yield  of  products  with  consideration  of  multiple 
uses  of  the  range  resource. 

P.  Ogden 

No.   Probably  regional — I  don't  see  that  ownership  has  much 
to  do  with  this  issue. 

J.  N.  Skovlin 

Yes.   Ownership  has  little  to  do  with  the  potential  use  of 
land  for  grazing  purposes. 

D.  F.  Burzlaff 

No.   Guides  to  suitability  should  be  for  each  management 
area  based  on  management  objectives  and  physical,  environmental, 
social  and  economic  factors  relating  to  that  particular 
area.   Perhaps  your  current  "resource  area"  would  be  an 
appropriate  unit  but,  even  within  this  limited  area,  there 
would  have  to  be  different  criteria  for  different  portions 
(examples:   a  key  watershed  above  a  populated  area  vs.  an 
isolated  closed  watershed). 

J.  L.  Artz 

No.   I  say  no  if  we  mean  specific  distances,  slopes  etc. 
I  say  yes  if  we  mean  applying  the  same  principles  such  as 
limiting  "suitable  range"  to  the  areas  that  can  be  used 
without  resorting  to  the  "sacrifice  area"  concept. 

S.  C.  Martin 

Yes.   A  generalized  consistent  approach  should  be  used  but 
administrators  should  have  latitude  to  tailor  criteria  to 
their  situations. 

R.  0.  Meeuwig 

No.   Well  qualified  range  managers  who  can  apply  the  "art" 
as  well  as  the  "science"  of  range  management.   In  terms 
of  manual  guidelines,  criteria  must  be  written  in  terms  of 
localized  vegetative  types,  appropriate  seasons  of  use,  and 
appropriate  kinds  of  animals.   And  flexibility  must  always 
be  provided  for  the  outstanding  manager  who  will  work  his 
cattle  (  herding,  salting)  to  achief  management  beyond  that 
normally  expected. 

F.  Busby 
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No.   The  same  concept  of  suitable  vs.  unsuitable  range  should 
be  used  throughout  the  west  regardless  of  land  ownership. 
The  criteria  and  standards  will  depend  on  local  characteristics 
of  climate,  geology,  soils,  and  vegetation.   The  decision  as 
to  whether  suitable  range  should  be  grazed  depends  on  the 
condition  of  the  range,  whether  it  is  economically  or 
administratively  feasible  to  apply  an  adequate  level  of 
management  to  use  it  properly  and  the  tradeoff  or  conflict 
between  livestock  grazing  and  alternative  uses.   This  is  an 
administrative  decision  which  depends  on  objectives  of  the 
land  owner  and/or  administrative  agency. 

E.L.  Smith 

No.   Differentiate  on  kind  and  class  of  livestock. 

R.  M.  Hyde 

No.   Of  course  this  depends  on  the  generality  of  the  standards. 
I  suggest  you  hire  competent  scientists  responsible  for  on- 
the-ground  decisions  and  let  them  manage  towards  output  objectives 
(which  would  include  multiple  products,  stability  of  resources, 
etc.)  and  not  hold  them  to  specific  nationwide  standards 
that  cannot  incorporate  the  diversity  found  in  real  life. 

W.  C.  Krueger 

No.   Experience  on  annual  grasslands  would  suggest  that 
criterion  often  developed  for  lower  production  ranges  can 
often  be  exceeded.   California  also  obtains  over  90%  of 
its  range  forage  production  from  private  lands.   Economic 
forces  often  dictate  heavier  usage  than  might  be  allowed  on 
public  land.   I  am  sure  there  are  many  other  management 
considerations  that  need  to  be  delt  with  on  private  lands 
that  may  not  hold  true  on  public.   There  might  also  be  an 
optimum  point  of  multiple  use  that  would  dictate  exceeding 
certain  criteria  to  allow  maximum  productivity  from  a  mix 
of  uses. 

W.  J.  Clawson 

Yes  and  No.   The  same  general  framework  used  western-wide 
would  be  desireable,  but  defining  "guidelines"  in  too  much 
detail,  and  failing  to  leave  flexibility  for  local  profes- 
sional adaptation  to  varying  conditions  would  foreordain 
failure.   Furthermore,  "Ownership  and  administrative 
responsibility"  are  not  the  significant  variables  likely  to 
cause  the  real  biological  problems  with  western-wide  applica- 
tion.  Range  inventories  must  evaluate  nature's  ability  to 
produce,  and  if  inventory  methods  are  not  sensitive  to  actual 
situations,  management  based  on  the  inventory  may  fail. 

G.  A.  Harris 
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5.   Can  the  same  suitability  criteria  and  standards  be  applied  to  all 

classes  or  kinds  of  livestock?  Yes  No  

Comment : 

No.   Livestock  vary  markedly  in  the  way  they  use  different 
ranges.   For  example,  sheep  and  cattle  may  use  the  same 
range  quite  differently. 

R.  B.  Turner 

No.   There  are  obvious  differences  in  sheep,  cattle,  and 
goats  with  regard  to  capability  and  mobility  on  marginal 
rangelands.   Separate  criteria  for  each  species  are  essential, 
As  well,  the  differences  of  fenced  vs.  unfenced  range  and 
herded  vs.  unherded  conditions  often  associated  with  species 
affect  any  criteria  developed. 

D.  D.  Dwyer 

No.   Criteria  and  standards  could  well  be  different  for 
cattle  and  sheep  because  movements  of  the  sheep  herd  are 
under  the  control  of  the  herder.   Steepness  of  slope  and 
distance  to  water  and  erodability  standards  probably  do  not 
apply  at  the  same  levels  for  cattle  and  sheep  because  the 

fc       herder  controls  where  the  sheep  go  and  how  they  set  there. 

™       Also  different  breeds  of  range  cattle  differ  in  their 

ability  to  use  slopes  of  varying  steepness  or  go  varing 
distances  to  water. 

D.  Cable 

No.  Probably  not  .   Some  animals  will  certainly  graze  areas  . 
left  alone  by  others.   Your  review  of  literature  seems  to 
point  this  out. 

P.  T.  Tueller 

No.   Cattle,  sheep,  goats,  horses  and  game  must  each  be 
considered  since  it  is  obvious  that  some  kinds  or  even  breeds 
are  more  capable  of  utilizing  certain  types  of  rangelands 
than  others.   However,  in  the  final  analysis  all  kinds  must 
be  considered  together  when  multiple  grazing  is  utilized. 

L.  B.  Merrill 

Probably,  but  not  the  same  number  values  in  the  table  for 
slope,  distance  to  water  or  production.   These  will  have  to 
be  specific  for  different  classes  of  livestock. 

G.  A.  Harris 
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No.   Some  rangelands  are  better  suited  to  grazing  by  certain 
classes  or  kinds  of  livestock.   This  will  be  hard  to  set 
standards  on  for  classification  purposes. 

D.  F.  Burzlaff 

No.   Production  needs  for  different  classes  and  kinds  of 
livestock  are  too  different.   Suitability  for  any  class  will 
depend  on  level  of  output  required,  i.e.  do  you  want  to 
graze  steers  for  l///day  gain,  1  l/2f//day  gain,  cows  for 
maintenance,  etc. 

W.  C.  Krueger 

No.   It  is  unreasonable  to  assume  that  steers,  cows  with 
calves,  dry  cows,  sheep,  horses,  etc.  all  have  the  same  kind 
of  impact  on  soil  and  vegetation.   When  thinking  about  the 
total  system  these  differences  must  be  considered  in  setting 
any  kind  of  criteria  or  standard. 

W.  J.  Clawson 

Yes.   Probably  suitability  criteria  standards  can  usually 
be  applied  to  class  of  livestock  providing  a  definite 
distinction  is  made  for  kind  of  livestock.   On  a  limited 
basis  some  ranges  might  not  be  as  suitable  for  calves  and 
yearlings  as  for  cows.   However,  when  it  comes  to  manage- 
ment this  is  much  less  serious  than  not  making  a  distinction 
for  sheep  vs.  cattle  and  just  classifying  an  area  generally 
suitable  for  livestock. 

P.  0.  Currie 

No.   Criteria  and  standards  must  be  adopted  to  the 
attributes  of  the  animal — its  ability  to  climb,  its 
foraging  habits,  its  ability  to  go  long  periods  without 
water,  etc. 

S.  C.  Martin 

No.   Each  kind  has  its  own  grazing  habits  and  water 
requirements. 

R.'  0.  Meeuwig 

No.   Various  livestock  species  have  different  abilities  to 
utilize  range.   What  might  be  unsuitable  for  cattle  because 
of  slope  may  not  be  unsuitable  for  sheep  or  goats. 

F.  Busby 
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No.   Again,  the  same  concept  can  be  used  for  all  classes  or 
kinds  of  livestock,  as  well  as  for  wildlife.   The  criteria 
and  standards  may  vary  among  classes  and  kinds  of  livestock 
(domestic  or  feral)  or  species  of  wildlife  because  of 
differing  grazing  habits. 

E.  L.  Smith 

No.   Different  slope  criteria  should  be  used  for  different 
kinds  and  classes.   Whether  or  not  a  given  group  of  livestock, 
especially  mature  cows,  has  grazed  a  specific  unit  in  past 
years  can  have  a  definite  effect  on  amount  of  land  area 
identified.   Somehow  this  should  be  provided  for. 

R.  M.  Hyde 

Yes.   But  only  if  the  criteria  are  the  application  of  the 
total  of  range  management  principles.   Criteria  and  standards 
should  not  substitute  for  training  and  experience. 

P.  Ogden 

No.   Certainly  not  kinds,  of  rabbits  vs.  horses! 

J.  N.  Skovlin 
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6.   Can  the  same  suitability  criteria  and  standards  be  applied  regardless 
of  season  of  use?   Yes  No  .   Comment: 

No.   One  of  the  main  reasons  is  the  variation  in  soil 
moisture  throughout  the  season  which  affects  forage  quality 
and  soil  trampling. 

R.  B.  Turner 

No.   The  sensitivity  of  sites  to  grazing  influence  varies 
with  the  season  of  use.   This  is  usually  determined  by  the 
amount  and  intensity  of  rainfall. 

D.  D.  Dwyer 

No.   Not  always — because  of  differences  in  plant  cover  and 
precipitation  patterns.   Example:   a  steep,  dry  shrub  range 
could  be  suitable  for  winter  range  when  there  is  snow  cover 
and  the  soil  is  frozen,  but  in  the  spring  or  early  summer 
when  the  soil  is  moist  and  subject  to  trampling  damage  and 
when  there  is  no  drinking  water  for  animals — unsuitable. 

K.  G.  Parker 

No.   Soil  moisture  may  influence  the  steepness  of  slope  that 
can  be  used. 

P.  T.  Tueller 

Again  this  question  points  to  confusion  in  the  funamental 
problem.   Suitability  should  pertain  only  to  whether  or  not 
a  range  can  be  grazed  by  livestock.  _It  should  not  be  used 
to  determine  proper  seasons,  kind  of  livestock,  stocking 
rates  etc.,  etc.   Otherwise  very  soon  you  have  an  unworkable 
key.   For  example  suitable  for  cows,  not  for  sheep.   Unsuit- 
able in  spring,  suitable  for  summer  and  fall — plus  all  other 
combinations.   When  you  do  this  you  have  defeated  the  inventory, 
bookkeeping  principle  of  suitability. 

P.  0.  Currie 

No.   Nor  for  many  other  management  considerations.   Grazing 
systems  and  schemes  can  be  worked  out  to  allow  some  use  on 
almost  any  area  where  forage  occurs  but  they  may  not  be 
feasible  economically  or  otherwise. 

J.  L.  Artz 

No.   Not  really  if  we  are  thinking  of  a  specific  distance 
from  water  or  a  given  degree  of  slope.   Also  some  grazing 
at  the  proper  time  may  accelerate  recovery  of  poor-condition 
ranges. 

S.  C.  Martin 
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No.   Basically  same  thought  as  5  above.   Different  animals 
have  different  abilities  to  survive  adverse  weather  or 
associated  conditions.   Winter  range  with  little  developed 
water  may  be  unsuitable  for  cattle,  but  useable  by  sheep 
which  can  use  snow  as  a  water  source. 

F.  Busby 

No.   The  degree  of  use  possible  or  permissible  may  be 
influenced  by  soil  moisture  conditions  or  plant  phenology 
and  response  in  relation  to  season  of  use.   A  site  normally 
covered  by  snow  from  November  to  May  would  obviously  be 
unsuitable  for  cattle  use  in  winter. 

E.  L.  Smith 

Yes.   Changes  because  of  season  of  use  would  be  minimal. 

R.  M.  Hyde. 

No.   Wet  season  vs.  dry  season. 

J.  N.  Skovlin 

No.   Some  range  can  be  grazed  heavily  in  fall  or  winger 
but  only  light  use  might  be  too  heavy  in  spring — thus, 
the  range  is  unsuitable  spring  range  but  suitable  fall  or 
winter  range. 

W.  A.  Laycock 

Yes  and  No.   The  criteria  appears  to  be  OK  for  all  seasons, 
but  the  standards  will  have  to  be  adjusted  by  season.   Changes 
in  soil  moisture,  plant  growth,  and  phenology  for  example, 
will  result  in  changing  standards.   At  some  seasons  of  the 
year  distance  to  water  for  sheep  is  immaterial.   During  spring 
there  is  no  "suitable"  mountain  range  for  any  of  the  large 
ungulates,  etc. 

G.  A.  Harris 

No.   Certain  lands  are  more  suitable  for  grazing  use  at 
certain  seasons  than  other  lands. 

D.  F.  Burzlaff 

No.   Again,  my  general  reaction  is  no,  but  it  will  depend  on 
the  rigidity  of  the  criteria. 

W.  C.  Krueger 

No.   It  would  also  seem  logical  that  there  may  be  more 
concern  during  the  early  plant  growth  cycle  than  might  be 
later  in  the  season.   This  would  suggest  at  least  two  types 
of  criteria. 

W.  J.  Clawson 
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In  light  of  your  response  to  the  above  discussion  items,  please 
provide  your  comments  on  the  attached  draft  suitability  standards. 
The  draft  is  arranged  in  a  dichotomous  key  to  facilitate  its  use. 
The  criteria  and  standards  used  are  self  explanatory  except  possibly 
"SSF".   This  refers  to  Soil  Surface  Factor  which  is  a  rating  system 
used  to  determine  the  erosion  condition  class.   Enclosed  is  the  form 
used  for  determining  erosion  condition  class.   Comment: 

The  dichotomous  key  approach  unfortunately  leaves  little 
to  the  professional  judgment  of  the  individual.   The 
separation  at  50%  on  slope  is  in  the  ball  park  but  to  class 
51%  unsuitable  and  49%  as  suitable  is  too  arbitrary.   The 
key  approach  as  shown  leaves  no  other  alternative.   Similarly, 
32  Ac/AUM  is  probably  an  undefensible  number  for  all  species, 
for  all  ranges,  for  all  conditions. 

D.  D.  Dwyer 

My  comment  relates  to  my  previous  comments  on  Item  5  above 
and  to  the  slope  and  distance  categories  used  to  separate 
U  from  PS.   I  do  not  see  how  any  single  division  point — e.g. 
20%  slope  can  apply  equally  to  all  kinds  of  soil  situations 
(thinking  more  about  parent  material  and  inherant  erodability 
than  the  SSF  variables).  And  I  do  not  see  where  this  is 
taken  care  of  in  the  standards.   Obviously  with  some  soil 
and  vegetation  situations  20%  slope  may  be  the  upper  limit 
to  PS.   But  just  as  obvious,  with  some  other  soil  and 
vegetation  situation,  a  40%  slope  could  be  more  stable  and 
useable  than  many  20%  slopes  (with  similar  SSF).   The 
standards  should  be  flexible  enough  to  take  care  of  such 


situations. 


D.  Cable 


I  like  the  key.   At  least  I  can't  argue  with  the  things  it 
leads  me  to.   Items  5  and  6  here  give  me  a  lot  of  concern. 

D.  F.  Burzlaff 

Generally  useful.   Much  depends  on  the  basis  for  factors 
discussed.   Is  the  factor  geologically  controlled  of 
accelerated?  What  is  the  cause?   Is  it  ecologically 
significant?  A  low  factor  in  one  area  may  be  equivalent 
to  a  high  factor  in  another.   Overall,  my  reaction  is  that 
the  number  doesn't  mean  much.   The  value  is  in  interpretation 
of  the  cause  and  importance  of  the  various  SSF  parameters 
examined. 

W.  C.  Krueger 
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The  form  for  range  suitability  standards  for  BLM  has  been 
given  some  thought  and  is  nicely  prepared.   However,  a 
general  form  such  as  this  ignores  the  situations  that  occur 
in  deserts  where  the  average  production  of  usable  perennial 
forage  may  require  greater  than  32  acres  per  AUM.   However, 
when  the  rain  does  come  there  is  a  great  increase  in 
usable  forage.   In  a  year  like  we  are  experiencing  now 
reliable  water  may  be  more  than  four  miles  but  there  could 
be  adequate  forage  there  to  use  if  water  were  supplied 
or  maybe  even  in  some  instances  further  distance  might 
have  to  be  allowed. 

W.  J.  Clawson 

Not  being  familiar  with  the  SSF,  I  am  probably  biased. 
However,  you  asked  for  it — Distance,  slope  and  production 
are  quantifiable  and  have  been  generally  expressed 
mathematically.   SSF  is  a  judgement  quality  value  and  may 
or  may  not  be  reputable  between  individuals  (or  within 
individuals  over  time).   I  would  ask,  has  this  been  tested 
in  the  field  and  what  is  the  variability?  If  it  is 
dependable  statistically  with  say  BS  or  equivalent  range 
people,  then  maybe  your,  OK.   I  would  say  that  SSF  is  the 
guts  of  sound  management  and  we  need  to  integrate  it — is 
this  the  way?   I  don't  know! 

J.  N.  Skovlin 

The  key  for  determining  suitability  appears  to  be  a  good 
approach  and  is  well  thought  out.   However,  percent  slope 
and  distance  to  water  are  factors  which  interact  with  type 
of  livestock.   Your  key  appears  to  be  well  suited  to  cattle, 
but  how  about  sheep  or  goats? 

Terwilliger-Bonham-Cook 

Soil  surface  factor:   much  more  is  involved  in  soil  character- 
istics relating  to  withstanding  grazing  use  than  appears 
on  the  surface,  i.e.  origin,  salinity,  water  content,  texture. 
Suggest  "Soil  Suitability  Factor"  as  a  more  appropriate 
title. 

Comments  in-depth  cannot  be  made  without  in-depth  study  and 
experience  with  application  to  expose  problems  of 
a  practical  and  theoretical  nature.  My  comments  are 
superficial.   Some  statements  in  the  "key"  are  ambiguous  and 
confusing.   In  line  with  previous  comments  (above)  it  should 
be  clear  that  "standards"  for  use  in  all  situations  are 
impractical.   You  may  provide  standards  for  a  given  allotment 
which  have  been  developed  specifically  for  that  allotment, 
or  "guidelines" for  western-wide  application.   In  other  words, 
the  presently  proposed  approach  seems  overly  simplified. 

G.  A.  Harris 
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1.  The  problem  I  see  on  the  E.C.C.  form  is  in  the  double 
criteria  for  "Rills".   See  note  on  sheet. 

2.  Why  not  incorporate  information  in  tables  1  &  2  directly 
in  the  key? 

S.C.  Martin 

1.  I  suspect  the  limits  are  based  on  limited  data  and 
should  be  verified  by  more  field  evaluations. 

2.  A  much  more  complicated  model  is  needed  to  cover  the 
wide  variation  in  range  conditions  we  are  trying  to  apply 
this  method  to.   I  wish  I  had  a  constructive  suggestion  on 
how  the  method  could  be  improved. 

R.  0.  Meeuwig 

We  use  a  dichotomous  key  in  plant  taxonomy  to  research 
a  "correct"  answer — a  plant  name.   But  crossbreeding  (such 
as  occurs  in  wheatgrasses)  and  unique  growth  forms  may 
lead  us  to  the  wrong  answer.   A  plant  specialist  must  have 
some  background  to  know  when  plant  'X'  is  really  not  plant 
'X',  but  something  else.   The  range  specialist  must  have 
that  same  ability  to  judge  suitable  and  unsuitable  range. 
What  is  really  the  difference  between  30  ac/AUM  and  35  ac/ 
AUM? 

F.  Busby 

The  criteria  and  standards  qonfuse  suitability  with  range 
condition  (specific  comments  given  below). 

E.  L.  Smith 

The  basis  for  range  management  is  to  be  able  to  interpret 
the  management  which  is  necessary  to  maintain  or  improve 
the  condition  of  each  range  site  as  encountered  in  specific 
combinations  and  management  situations.   The  number  of 
combinations  is  too  great  to  provide  a  management  prescription 
for  each  with  a  set  of  criteria.   A  range  person  with  good 
training  should  be  able  to  make  reasonable  grazing  recom- 
mendations if  he  has  a  range  site  analysis  prepared,  an 
evaluation  of  condition  and  trend  including  "SSF"  evaluation, 
and  a  forage  utilization  study. 

P.  Ogden 
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The  dichotomous  key  can  be  helpful  in  principle  but  should 
not  replace  human  reasoning;  rather  stimulate  it. 

Range  management  decisions  are  not  like  engineering  decisions, 
Conditions  are  so  variable  as  to  always  require  thoughtful 
reasoning — and  flexibility  as  on-site  conditions  (vary  over 
time  and  with  the  vageries  of  climate  conditions). 

K.  G.  Parker 

The  sliding  slope  scale  is  good.   The  32  ac/AUM  standard 
is  probably  reasonable  for  most  sites.   Research  is 
required  on  site  potential. 

P.  T.  Tueller 

I  see  nothing  wrong  with  the  key  to  aid  in  making  a  decision 
"yes"  or  "no"  or  "suitable"  or  "unsuitable"  on  whether  a 
range  is  adapted  for  livestock  grazing.   The  main  problem 
I  visualize  in  reading  these  questions  is  the  translation 
to  management.   It  appears  that  another  or  "new"  cook  book 
is  sought  with  universal  application  so  that  some  manager 
can  use  it  as  a  key  to  make  his  decisions.   This  philosophy 
or  approach  has  been  tried  time  and  again  without  success. 
A  good  example  of  such  an  approach  is  the  3  step  condition 
and  trend  methodology.   I  think  this  key  approach  can  be 
used  to  good  advantage  with  modifications  for  a  Regional 
basis  for  a  "yes"  "no"  answer  and  nothing  more. 

P.  0.  Currie 

Since  my  preceding  comments  have  been  almost  wholly  negative 
towards  the  proposal,  a  point  by  point  review  of  your  draft 
would  have  little  value  at  this  time.   I  think  you  need  to 
back  up  and  consider  some  basic  notions  before  moving  on  to 
the  specificics.   If  you  decide  to  do  this,  I  would  like 
to  assist. 

J.  L.  Artz 
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8.   In  addition  to  your  comments  above,  please  comment  on  each  individual 
criterion  and  standard  in  the  draft. 


Criterion 


Standard  for 
Suitable  Range 


Is  this  Adequate? 


Yes 


No 


Comment 


Slope 

Production 
SSF 
*Distance  from  Water 


51  percent 

32  acres/AUM 

60 

four  miles 


*8.  (a)  Recommend  a  change  "Distance  from  Water"  to  "Distance  between 
Water"  and  for  miles  to  five  miles  (so  that  2  1/2  miles  is  maximum 
distance  from  water) . 

(b)   Slope  is  interrelated  to  soil  type  and  vegetation.   Stable  slopes  of 
greater  than  50%  may  be  grazed  whereas  unstable  slopes  of  less  than  50% 
should  probably  be  avoided. 

R.  B.  Turner 


Standard  for 


Is  this  Adequate? 


Criterion 

Suitable  Range 

Yes 

No 

Comment 

Slope 

Production 

SSF 

Distance  from 

Wat 

er 

51  percent 

32  acres  AUM 

60 

four  miles 

X 
X 
X 
X 

These  are  good  guides 
when  judgment  is 
exercised  with  their 
use.   A  range  of 
values  would  help. 

D.  D.  Dwyer 

Criterion 

Standard  for 
Suitable  Range 

Is  this 
Yes 

Adequate? 
No 

Comment 

Slope 

Production 

SSF 

Distance  from 

Wat 

er 

51  percent 

32  acres/AUM 

60 

four  miles 

X 
X 
X 
X 

These,  of  course,  are 
upper  limits  of 
suitable  range. 

D.  Cable 


Criterion 


Standard  for 
Suitable  Range 


Is  this  Adequate? 
Yes      No 


Comment 


Slope 

Production 

SSF 

Distance  from  Water 


51  percent 

32  acres/AUM 

60 

four  miles 


X  Need  a  range  of  value 
X  Need  a  range  of  value 
X  Need  a  range  of  value 
X      Doesn't  allow  for  use 

of  snow  in  lieu  of 

water 


K.  G.  Parker 
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Criterion 


Standard  for 
Suitable  Range 


Is  this  Adequate? 
Yes    No 


Comment 


Slope 

Production 

SSF 

Distance  from  Water 


51  percent 

32  acres/AUM 

60 

four  miles 


X 
X 


X      Need  a  sliding 
scale 

X  Need  a  sliding 
scale  based  on 
terrain  &  animal. 


Criterion 


Standard  for 
Suitable  Range 


Is  this  Adequate? 


Yes 


No 


P.T.  Tueller 
Comment 


Slope 

Production 

SSF 

Distance  from  Water 


51  percent 

32  acres/AUM 

60 

four  miles 


X 


For  cattle 


X      25#  Ik   is  too  low 

May  not  need 
water  for  sheep  in 
same  season 


W.A.  Laycock 


Standard  for 


Is  this  Adequate? 


Criterion 

Suitable  Range 

Yes 

No 

Comment 

Slope 

51  percent 

X 

No  one  figure  is 
adequate 

Production 

32  acres/AUM 

X 

Too  low 

SSF 

60 

7 

1 

no  exp.  with  it. 

Distance  from 

Water 

four  miles 

X 

fits  flat  range 
G.A.  Harris 

Standard  for 

Is  this 

Adequate? 

Criterion 

Suitable  Range 

Yes 

No 

Comment 

Slope 

51  percent 

X 

Unfamiliar  with 

Production 

32  acres/AUM 

X 

term.   Depends 

SSF 

60 

X 

on  season  of 

Distance  from 

Water 

four  miles 

X 

year  &  kind  of 
livestock. 

D.F.  Burzlaff 


Criterion 


Standard  for 
Suitable  Range 


Is  this 

Ad 

equate? 

Yes 

No 

Comment 

X 

23^  slope 

X 

v 

depends  on  needs 
of  ranch 

X 

X 

depends  on  why 
it  is  60. 

X 

X 

depends  on 
season,  etc. 

Slope 
Production 

SSF 

Distance  from  water 


51  percent 
32  acres/AUM 

60 

four  miles 


W.  C.  Krueeer 
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Criterion 


Standard  for 
Suitable  Range 


Is  this  Adequate? 
Yes    No 


Comment 


Slope 

Production 

SSF 

Distance  from  Water 


51  percent 

32  acres/AUM 

60 

four  miles 


X 

X 


X 


Slope  -  conditional 

Production  -  will  have  to  increase  acres/AUM 

SSF  -  needs  field  testing 

distance  from  water  -  may  need  to  be  extended 


W.J.  Clawson 


Standard  for 

Is  this  Adeauate? 

Criterion 

Suitable  Range 

Yes    No 

Comment 

Slope 

51  percent 

X 

Production 

32  acres/AUM 

X 

SSF 

60 

X 

Distance  from 

Wat 

er 

four  miles 

X 

• 


Slope  -  no  -  The  degree  of  slope  which  can  be  grazed  without  damage, 
assuming  good  range  condition  and  proper  use  (i.e.,  suitable)  would  vary 
depending  on  soil  type,  rock  cover,  climate,  type  of  animal  and  other 
factors.   In  addition,  there  would  be  an  upper  limit  beyond  which  a  given  kind 
of  animal  could  not  traverse.   Certainly  utilization  cuts  must  be  made  in 
calculating  available  forage  to  avoid  overuse  of  adjacent  sites,  but  this  is 
determined  by  management  intensity  and  is  not  a  "suitability"  criterion. 

Production  —  no  —  Current  production  is  related  both  to  site  potential 
and  range  condition.   If  the  potential  carrying  capacity  is   32  acres/AUM 
a  properly  used  range  in  good  condition  should  not  deteriorate,  otherwise  use 
is  not  proper.   However,  economic  considerations  of  using  such  range  at  proper 
levels  are  questionable. 

SSF  —  no  —  The  potential  SSF  is  a  site  characteristic.   Suitable  range  would 
be  that  on  which  some  level  of  grazing  can  be  sustained  without  increasing 
SSF.   Suitable  range  on  which  SSF  has  already  increased  in  relation  to  poten- 
tial to  unacceptable  levels  may  have  to  have  livestock  reduced  or  eliminated 
temporarily  to  allow  recovery  to  point  where  it  could  again  be  grazed. 

Distance  from  water  —  no  —  Distance  from  water  has  nothing  to  do  with  range 
suitability.   Utilization  cuts  for  distance  from  water  can  be  made  in 
determining  stocking  rate  if  not  presently  economical  or  feasible  to  develop 
new  water. 

E.  L.  Smith 
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Criterion 


Standard  for 
Suitable  Range 


Is  this  Adequate? 
Yes    No 


Comment 


Slope 

Production 

SSF 

Distance  from  water 


51  percent 
32  acres 
60 

four  miles 


Hope  the  ex- 
ceptions can  be 
provided  for 
on  each  criteric 


• 


R.M.  Hyde 

Standard  for 

Is  this 

Adequate? 

Criterion 

Suitable  Range 

Yes 

No 

Comment 

Slope 

51  percent 

X 

Sometimes  ves  but 

Production 

32  acres/AUM 

X 

many  exceptions 

SSF 

60 

X 

Distance  from  Water 

four  miles 

X 

P.  Ogden 

Standard  for 

Is  this 

;  Adequate 

9 

Criterion 

Suitable  Range 

Yes 

No 

Comment 

Slope 

51  percent 

Probably  good 

Production 

32  acres/AUM 

generally  but 

SSF 

60 

many  exceptions 

Distance  from  Water 

four  miles 

doubt  on  "thresh 

J.  N. 


hold"  level. 
Skovlin 


Standard  for 


Is  this  Adequate? 


Criterion 

Suitable  Range 

Yes    No 

Comment 

Slope 

51  percent 

X 

In  Arizona 

Production 

32  acres/AUM 

X       X 

certain  years  it 

SSF 

60 

X       X 

requires  50  A /ACM 

Distance  from  Water 

four  miles 

X       X 

Not  on  deserts 
by  any  means . 
Snow  is  used  by 
both  sheep  & 
cattle. 

Terwilliger- 

-Bonham-Cook 

Standard  for 

Is  this  Adequate 

? 

Criterion 

Suitable  Range 

Yes    No 

Comment 

Slope 

51  percent 

These  critera 

Production 

32  acres/AUM 

should  vary  de- 

SSF 

60 

depending  on 

Distance  from  Water 

four  miles 

. class  of  stock  & 

season  of  grazing 


• 


Possibly  slope  could  be  as  great  as  70%  in  some  cases. 


R.  0.  Meeuwig 


« 


I 


I 


Standard  for 


Is  this  Adequate? 


Criterion 

Suitable  Range 

Yes 

No 

Comment 

Slope 

51  percent 

X 

Production 

32  acres/AUM 

X 

SSF 

60 

X 

Distance  from 

Water 

four  miles 

X 

Sheep,  cows, 
winter,  summer 

Is  deteriorated  range  eliminated  from  further  study  because  it  is  producing 
less  than  25  lbs  forage/acre?  We  have  examples  where  this  kind  of  range  has 
been  burned  and  seeded  and  now  produces  700  lbs  usable  forage/acre. 


Criterion 


Standard  for 
Suitable  Range 


F.  Busby 

Is  this  Adequate? 

Yes      No  Comment 


Slope 

Productin 

SSF 

Distance  from  Water 


51  percent 

32  acres/AUM 

60 

four  miles 


Probably  not 


L.B.  Merrill 


• 


Standard  for 


Is  this  Adequate? 


Criterion 

Suitable  Range 

Yes 

No 

Comment 

Slope 

51  percent 

X 

X 

Too  universal- 

Production 

32  acres/AUM 

X 

X 

doesn't  apply 

SSF 

60 

Not  bad  for 

Distance  from 

Water 

four  miles 

X 

X 

Tonopah,  NV 

Unacceptable  for  Ponderosa  pine  or  high  plains  grass  lands 
may  not  be  applicable  for  herded  sheep. 


Okay  for  cows, 


Criterion 


Standard  for 
Suitable  Range 


Is  this  Adequate? 
Yes      No 


P.O.  Currie 


Comment 


Slope 

Production 

SSF 

Distance  from  Water 


51  percent 

32  acres/AUM 

60 

four  miles 


Can't  answer  this.   Too  many 
variables,  and  interrelationships 
to  consider  on  "standard"  for 


one  criteria 


J.L.  Artz 


Criterion 


Standard  for 
Suitable  Range 


Is  this  Adequate? 
Yes      No 


Comment 


• 


Slope 

Production 

SSF 

Distance  from  Water 


51  percent 

32  acres/AUM 

60 

four  miles 


X 

X 


Proper  grazing 
system  may  speed 
resources  in  some 
cases 

S.C.  Martin 


i 


4 


« 


Do  you  think  other  criteria  and  standards  should  be  used  in  addition  to 
or  different  from  those  in  item  8  above?  Yes No 

If  "yes",  please  list  the  criteria  and  standards': 


Criteria 


Standard 


Animal  species 


D.D.  Dwver 


Criteria 


Standard 


Snow  covering  (existing) 


Sufficient  for  AUM's 


Current  Physical  soil 
Condition 


Frozen 
Wet  and  movable 
'Dry  and  movable 


K.G.  Parker 


Criteria 


Standard 


• 


Management  Objectives 

Economic  Constraints  Variable 

Management  System 

Season  of  Use 

Relation  to  other  uses/values 

Vegetative  Community  and  Condition 

Location  in  relation  to  other 

requirements  for  grazing 

animals,  Etc.,  etc. 


J.  L.  Artz 


Criteria 


Standard 


Natural  barriers 


S.C.  Martin 


Criteria 


Standard 


Species  composition  of  vegetation  should  be  considered  some  way. 
Slope  length 

R.  0.  Meeuwig 


Criteria 


Standard 


• 


Animal  species 
Season  of  Use 
Ability  of  Manager 


Judgement  calls 


F.  Busbv 


« 
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Criteria 


Standard 


Professional  judgement 


Education  and  experience 


W.C.  Krueger 


Criteria 


Standard 


a.  accessibility;  too  steep; 
rough 

b.  inherently  unstable 


conflict  with  other  uses 


Variable  depending  on  kind  of 
animal  and  local  experience. 

Erosion  hazard  under  good  condition 
and  management;  variable  by  site. 

Sites  highly  productive  for  other  uses 
when  managed  for  such  use  provided  no 
forage  (e.g. ,  dense,  productive  timber) 
or  where  no  grazing  can  be  tolerated 
(e.g.,  campgrounds  or  municipal 
watershed) . 

E.L.  Smith 


« 


Criteria 


Halt 


Standard 


7  1/2  miles 


This  one  is  difficult  to  quantify,  but  can  be  used  to  force  grazing  on  some 
areas  not  normally  utilized. 

R.M.  Hvde 


Criteria 


Standard 


Sum  total  of  range  management  principles  and  experience  for  each  specific 
situation. 

P.  Ogden 


Criteria 


Standard 


Vegetable  cover  goals  by  soil  type 


J.  N.  Skovlin 


Criteria 


Standard 


Season  interactions  with  production  to  the  factor 


W.A.  Lavcock 


• 


i 


i 


t 


Criteria  Standard 

Accessibility 

G.  A.  Harris 

Criteria  Standard 

Heavy  infestations  of  poisonous  plants.   I'm  not  sure  how  to  quantify. 

D.F.  Burzlaff 


• 


• 


( 


( 


• 


|0.   In  addition  to  physical  or  environmental  constraints  which  may  make 
rangeland  unsuitable  for  livestock  grazing,  such  as  steep  slopes  or 
highly  erosive  soils,  are  there  economic  constraints  which  make  land 
unsuitable?  Yes  No  

If  "yes",  please  list  below: 

Other  resource  values  may  preclude  grazing.   For  example,  inflated  land 
values,  tax  structures,  higher  priorities,  etc. 

R.B.  Turner 

Economic  constraints  should  probably  be  determined  by  the  livestock 
operator  with  the  advice  of  others  concerned.   The  economics  of  a 
ranching  enterprise  are  sufficiently  complex  to  preclude  any  simple 
criteria  which  would  label  a  range  unsuitable.   The  land  management 
agency  should  base  its  judgments  relative  to  unsuitable  grazing  land 
on  physical  and  biological  limitations  and  capabilities  of  the  resource — 
not  on  economics. 

D.D.  Dwyer 

If  suitability  is  defined  in  terms  of  physical  or  environmental  constraints, 

the  comments  should  not  enter  in.   On  the  other  hand,  if  productivity 

in  terms  of  calf  crops,  weight  gains,  pounds  of  beef  per  acre,  etc.,  do 

not  pay  the  costs  of  production,  such  range  will  not  long  be  grazed. 


• 


D.  Cable 

The  relative  costs  of  animals  and  finance  rates  (interest)  extreme 

would  impact  on  suitability  of  marginality  productive  rangeland,  positively 

or  negatively. 

K.G.  Parker 

However,  I  don't  think  it  is  necessary  to  develop  detailed  criteria.   Let 
the  economic  constraints  influence  the  private  sector  without  undue 
government  regulation. 

P.T.  Tveller 

I  believe  that  economic  constraints  should  be  considered  in  another  level 
of  classification.   However,  poisonous  plants  may  be  considered  to  be  an 
economic  constraint  for  a  particular  type  of  livestock. 

Terwilliger-Bonham-Cook 

If  grazing 

set  on  a  uniform  rate,  land  very  low  in  productivity  may  not  be  used 

because  it  will  be  uneconomical  to  do  so. 

W.A.  Laycock 

Location  in  relation  to  ranches  is  critical.   Small  units  may  be 
economically  unable  to  survive  and  graze  an  area. 

G.  A.  Harris 


i 


( 


• 


Probably  n£  on  Public  Lands. 

D.F.  Burzlaff 

Interaction  of  cost  of  production  and  return 
Depends  on  relative  costs  of  management  such  as: 

fencing 

hauling  water 

labor 

Etc. 
These  will  all  vary  from  ranch  to  ranch  as  a  result  of  limits  of  base  property, 
managerial  ability,  limits  on  public  land  both  biological  and  policy,  etc. 

W.  C.  Krueger 

I  am  sure  there  will  be  situations  where  it  will  not  pay  to  use  certain 
areas  of  rangeland  under  certain  conditions.   Conversely,  there  may  be  times 
when  the  criteria  used  lists  land  as  unsuitable  when  economic  conditions 
may  require  use. 

W.  J.  Clawson 

Conflicts  with  other  uses  such  as  recreation  administrative  costs  greater 
than  returns 

R.  0.  Meeuwig 

....  but  these  economic  constraints  must  be  determined  by  the  operator. 
If  a  rancher  can  make  money  or  land  producing  10  lbs  of  forage  per  year 
without  damaging  the  land,  why  should  we  prevent  him  from  doing  it. 

F.  Busby 

No.  Suitability  is  basically  a  classification  of  land  capability,  thus  a 
given  site  may  be  suitable  for  grazing  even  though  it  is  not  presently 
economical  to  do  so. 

E.  L.  Smith 

No.   I  think  the  ranchers  involved  should  be  allowed  to  decide  economics 
of  grazing  a  particular  unit. 

R.  M.  Hyde 

No.   Economic  constraints  certainly  may  make  it  impractical  to  graze  an  area 
at  any  point  in  time,  but  unsuitable  to  me  implies  a  more  or  less  permanent 
write  off  of  livestock  grazing  on  an  area.   I  see  no  reason  why  an  area 
simply  can  not  be  designated  as  a  non  use  area  because  of  economic  constraints, 
3  in  this  case. 

P.  Ogden 

Mr.  Coyote  and  his  lot  in  isolated  situations  —  preditor  control  costs. 
Marginal  range,  i.e.,  50  AC/AM  may  not  permit  needed  (necessary)  management 
improvement  costs.   I  guess  there  really  arn't  any  I  can  think  of  except  a 
low  return  on  investment,  i.e.,  ,>1  1/2  -  2%  on  principle. 


< 


( 


• 


• 


• 


Ranges  might  be  entirely  suitable  for  sheep  and  goats  but  lack  of  marketing  or 
shearing  facilities  might  not  be  available  or  predator  problems  might 
pose  too  much  risk. 

L.  B.  Merrill 

Simple  distances  from  a  home  base  livestock  operation  lack  of  a  viable 
livestock  operation  within  a  reasonable  geographic  area.   Market  structure 
and  price  fluctuations  from  year  to  year.   Profit  margin  must  be  adequate 
to  average  out  over  a  sufficiently  long  term  to  justify  management  costs. 
This  item,  however,  must  include  alternatives  as  to  what  you  do  with 
dependant  livestock  operatiors.   It  cannot  &  must  not  be  a  simple  cost 
effective  analysis. 

Cost/Benefit.   Cost  of  implementing  system  and  improvements  plus  supervision 
required  to  use  on  sustained  yield  basis  vs  Benefits  in  terms  of  value  to 
user  and  public  from  such  use. 

J.  L.  Art z 

Only  the  rancher  can  decide  what  is  economic  for  him.   Conversely,  the  agency 
may  have  to  decide  whether  the  bad  effects  of  grazing  interfere  seriously 
with  other  values. 

S.  C.  Martin 


i 


i 
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If  you  believe  suitability  determination  is  an  essential  part  of  manage- 
ment of  rangelands,  what  is  the  best  means  of  obtaining  such  data? 


Field  inventory 
Remote  Sensing 

Topo  Maps  

Other  (list) 


Field  inventory 
Remote  Sensing 

Topo  Maps  

Other  (list) 


A  combination  is  best,  i.e.,  remote 
sensing  with  sufficient  ground 
verification. 

R.  0.  Meeuwig 


(should  include  time  spent  observing 
livestock  grazing  an  area) 


Field  inventory 
Remote  Sensing 

Topo  Maps  

Other  (list) 


_X Judgment  of  well-trained  range  managers 

X based  on  local  experience  observation, 


X  and  research. 


E.  L.  Smith 


Field  inventory 
Remote  Sensing 

Topo  Maps  

Other   (list) 


X 


X 


R.  M.  Hyde 


Field  inventory 
Remote  Sensing 
Topo  Maps  


X 


A  thorough  range  analysis  will  utilize 
all  these. 


Other  (list)  Local  experience  and  history 


P.  Ogden 


Field  inventory 
Remote  Sensing 

Topo  Maps  

Other  (list) 


All  of  these,  but  no  addition,  a 
range  utilization  check  will  provide 
much  information 

Terwilliger,  Bonham,  Cook 


Field  inventory 
Remote  Sensing 

Topo  Maps  

Other  (list) 


X 


All  are  needed 


W.  A.  Laycock 


• 


Field  inventory 
Remote  Sensing 

Topo  Maps  

Other  (list) 


Combination 


G.  A.  Harris 


< 


Field  inventory 

Remote  Sensing 

Topo  Maps  

Other  (list) 


X 


The  only  way  if  used  in  conjunction  with 
R.S.  and  Topo  maps.   Any  one  can  not  be 
used  alone. 

D.  F.  Burzlaff 


Field  inventory 
Remote  Sensing 

Topo  Maps  

Other  (list) 


A  combination  of  information  sources 
should  be  used.   Available  maps,  new 
techniques  such  as  remote  sensing  would 
seem  feasible  but  ground  truth  should  always 
be  used  before  final  judgment. 


Field  inventory_ 
Remote  Sensing 

Topo  Maps  

Other  (list) 


Field  inventory  First 
Remote  Sensing   Third 
Topo  Maps    Second 
Other  (list)  


W.  J.  Clawson 


Remots  Sensing  with  field  checking 


R.  B.  Turner 


Field  inventory 
Remote  Sensing 

Topo  Maps  

Other  (list) 


1  best-if  only 


4  Weather  data,  Economics 


D.  D.  Dwyer 


K.  G.  Parker 


Field  inventory 
Remote  Sensing 

Topo  Maps  

Other  (list) 


Combination  of  the  three 

Remote  sensing  can  certainly  be  a  big  help 
with  erosion  evaluations.   I'd  go  so  far  as 
to  say  it  is  necessary. 

P.  T.  Tueller 


• 


As  pointed  out  earlier  management  and  suitability  description  or  classification 
are  being  intermingled.   To  be  successful,  I  think  it  must  be  restricted 
to  classifying  the  area(s)  only.   Modify  this  question  as  follows: 

If  you  believe  suitability  determination  is  an  essential  part  of  inventory  of 
rangelands,  what  is  the  best  means  of  obtaining  such  data? 

Field  inventory  

Remote  Sensing    X 
Topo  Maps  


X 


Combination 


Other  (lsit)   Reconnaissance  X 


P.  0.  Currie 


< 


t 


Field  inventory  Primarily  field  inventory  but  it  involves 

Remote  Sensing other  than  field  determined  factors.   Good 

Topo  Maps  maps  are,  of  course,  a  necessary  tool 

Other  (list)  and  remote  sensing  may  provide  some  very 

useful  data  to  complement  and  probably 

reduce  field  work. 

J.  L.  Artz 


• 


! 


• 


12.   Would  it  be  appropriate  to  have  standardized  procedures  for  suitability 

determination  for  use  by  all  rangeland  managing  agencies?  Yes 

No   X    Forested  range  poses  entirely  different  problems. 

R.  B.  Turner 

No   X    It  would  be  appropriate  to  have  a  complete  suitability  accounting 
from  all  the  agencys  but  not  procedures  or  universally  fixed  criteria. 
Standard  definitions  -  Yes.   Standard  procedures  -  possibly.   Standard 
"Standards"  -  No. 

J.L.  Artz 

Yes  X    with  latitude. 

Meenwig 

As  guidelines  only.   Good  managers  are  still  necessary. 

F.  Busby 

Yes,  in  the  sense  that  all  accept  a  common  philosophy  of  what  constitutes 
suitable  or  unsuitable  range.  No,  if  "standarized  procedures"  means  that 
all  use  same  arbitrary  standards. 

E.  L.  Smith 

Very  desirable  and  appropriate. 

G.  A.  Harris 

If  you  mean  suitability  for  grazing,  yes.  D.  F.  Burzlaff 

I  don't  believe  we  know  enough  about  suitability,  at  least  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest,  to  standardize  anything. 

W.  C.  Krueger 


• 


.4.   Please  provide  any  additional  comments  you  wish  to  make  on  this  subject. 

Animal  species  and  their  adaptations  should  be  considered  along  with 
the  above  criteria.   In  addition,  the  needs  of  the  land  from  the  standpoint 
of  multiple  uses  (such  as  modification  of  plant  cover  for  watershed 
management  needs). 

K.G.  Parker 

For  the  uses  of  large  scale  imagery  for  erosion  evaluations  see: 
Tueller,  Paul  t.  and  D.  Terry  Booth  -  1974.   Photographic  Remote  Sensing 
Techniques  forErosion  Evaluations  on  Wildlands.   Final  Report  to  BLM 
contract  08550-CTS-2.   I  have  received  repaeated  requests  for  this  from 
BLM  field  people  only  to  have  to  tell  them  that  all  but  one  or  two  copies 
were  turned  over  to  the  BLM.  Also  it  was  published  as  follows: 

Tueller,  Paul  T.  and  D.  Terry  Booth,  1975.  Large  scale  color 
photographs  for  erosion  evaluations  on  rangeland  watersheds  in  the 
Great  Basin.   Proceedings  American  Society  of  Photogrammetry  Fall 
Convention,  Phoenix,  Oct  pages  708-753. 

No  mention  of  this  work,  or "Dr.  Merle  Megers  work  in  Montana,  by  BLM  in 
their  Remote  Sensing  Program  (letter  from  BLM  Physicist,  William  J. 
Bonner  Sept  24,  1976).   Above  work  supported  by  BLM. 

P.  T.  Tueller 

In  answering  these  questions,  I  have  assumed  that  it  was  your  intent  to 
classify  land  into  two  categories,  suitable  vs  unsuitable.   Thus  a  classi- 
fication of  unsuitable  would  mean  that  such  land  is  unsuitable  to  all  grazing. 
Unsuitable  land  would  thus  be  land  with  such  low  production,  lack  of  cover, 
high  erodability,  steep  slopes  or  lack  of  water  that  it  cannot  be  used  by  any 
type  of  domestic  livestock.   Such  an  assumption  would  justify  the  steep  slope 
(50%),  low  production  (25  lbs/acre)  and  long  distance  from  water  which  were 
suggested  as  standards. 

Suitable  range  would  then  have  to  be  classified  according  to  degree  of 
suitability.   The  same  factors  would  modify  degree  of  suitability  but  must 
be  considered  in  light  of  such  things  as  type  of  livestock,  season  of  use, 
range  improvements,  socio-economic  constraints.   This  approach  would  be 
similar  to  the  utilization  adjustment  used  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  in 
their  early  range  surveys. 

You  should  remember  that  things  like  slope,  water,  forage  down  timber, 
thick  bush,  class  of  animal,  salt  all  interact  to  give  you  degrees  of 
utilization  not  degrees  of  suitability  as  this  infers.   You  should  separate 
suitability  and  expended  utilization. 

Terwilliger-Bonham-Cook 


• 


• 


• 


• 


I  believe  one  set  of  criteria  or  standards  to  be  used  throughout  the 
Bureau  is  unrealistic.   California  has  unique  situations  involving  annual 
grasslands  and  chaparral  which  might  modify  the  criteria  as  written. 

This  approach  could  be  used  as  guidelines  with  specific  refinements  made 
for  different  vegetative  types  or  geographic  locations.   I  would  hope 
that  you  could  make  use  of  the  range  expertise  residing  at  the  state 
universities  and  the  respective  Cooperative  Extension  staff. 

W.J.  Clawson 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  comment  but  wish  the  invitation  had  been 
made  to  us  last  April  when  your  memo  came  out  -  or  even  before.   Yor  time 
constraint  now  does  not  allow  for  the  consideration  it  deserves  and  you  now 
appear  so  far  "down  the  road"  that  it  is  difficult  to  be  constructively 
critical. 

Perhaps  the  reason  the  textbooks  don't  mention  "Suitability"  is  that  the 
concept  and  its  use  by  the  Forest  Service  have  not  been  accepted  by  the  pro- 
fession and  there  may  be  very  good  reasons  why.   I  would  certainly  agree  that 
range  carrying  capacity  estimates  should  not  include  forage  or  areas  that 
cannot  or  should  not  be  utilized  and  that  range  analysis  should  include  an 
evaluation  of  physical,  environmental,  economic  and  other  factors  necessary 
for  decisions  about  how  and  if  a  range  area  should  be  grazed.   However,  I'm 
not  sure  that  "Suitability"  is  the  right  term  and  I'm  sure  that  "Suitability" 
decisions  should  not  be  based  primarily  on  a  set  of  factors  and  standards 
contained  within  a  dichotomous  key.   Would  you  want  your  doctor  to  diagnose 
and  prescribe  for  you  on  the  basis  of  a  dichomous  key  developed  by  the  AMA? 
If  the  agencies  believe  range  management  can  be  prescribed  in  this  manner, 
the  Civil  Service  Commission  is  probably  correct  in  classifying  Range 
Conservationists  as  "technicians".   But  enough  of  this. 

If  you  are  still  at  a  stage  where  we  can  constructively  talk  about  "Suit- 
ability" at  the  conceptial  level,  I  would  be  very  happy  to  be  a  part  of 
those  discussions.   I  would  also  encourage  your  considerations  of  use  of  the 
newly  formed  Western  Universities  Grazing  Impact  Coordinating  Committee. 
I  recently  sent  a  copy  of  a  report  of  the  first  meeting  of  this  group  to 
your  Center  Director  and  enclose  one  for  you. 


Again,  thanks  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


J.  L.  Artz 


• 


I  would  summarize  my  response  by  stating  I  feel  such  criteria  and  standards 
as  proposed  here  are  excellent  when  used  as  guides  for  making  decisions. 
They  should  not,  as  many  of  our  other  criteria  for  management  of  rangelands, 
should  not  be  used  in  a  dichotomous  key  which  reduces  judgments  to  a  set 
of  numbers.   Even  these  numbers  are  often  developed  by  quite  subjective  means 
and  thus  often  add  to  illogical  management  decisions  when  a  specific  site 
is  examined . 

The  review  of  literature  accompanying  the  material  often  quotes  statements 
out  of  context  and  certainly  are  subject  to  some  question.   For  example, 
the  Packer  (1935)  citation  on  page  12  is  not  only  out  of  date  with  regard 
to  current  thought,  but  it  must  be  pointed  out  that  neither  it  nor  any  of 
the  other  work  on  cover-runoff  relationships  pertains  very  well  to  land 
under  11  inchers  precipitation.   This  whole  relationship  breaks  down.   Under 
no  conceivable  condition  can  desert  land  achieve  70  percent  foliage  cover. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  respond . 


Gross  oversimplifications  bring  trouble  in  the  end 

Range  Tech 

No  "cook  book"  solutions. 

Needs  local  observation  to  adapt. 

Computer  print-outs  are  not  the  final  solution. 


D.D.  Dwyer 


G.  A.  HARRIS 


I  think  you  need  to  interpret  some  of  the  literature  citations  with  care, 
e.g.  C(2)  on  pasture  280  Kg/ha  may  be  only  a  1  -  1  1/2"  stubble  height. 

That  is  a  great  deal  different  than  a  range  with  280  Kg/ha  with  a  6  or  7  inch 
"stubble  height".   C(4)  While  this  is  true,  it  does  not  suggest  that  one 
range  is  better  than  another  if  neither  is  deficient  in  nutrients. 

II  Water  Standards.   These  will  vary  a  great  deal  with  season.   There  is 
ample  literature  to  suggest  under  some  circumstances  and  even  in  the  "dry" 
seasons  sheep  will  produce  adequately  with  no  free  water.   Some  of  this  is 
on  mountain  range  and  some  on  pasture  research. 

Relation  of  slope  to  grazing  and  uniformity  of  utilization  will  depend  on 
class,  kind,  and  experience  of  livestock.   In  fact,  slopes  in  excess  of 
50%  can  be  used  very  efficiently  by  cattle  and  sheep. 

I  do  not  believe  rigid  standards  can  be  set  to  cover  all  or  even  most 
management  circumstances  if  maximum  livestock  production  (consistent  with 
environmental,  economic,  social,  etc.  considerations)  is  to  be  attained. 


• 


• 


I  really  believe  the  BLM  would  be  better  off  to  hire  competent  managers 
(which  you  already  have)  and  set  the  limits  as  to  performance  desired 
(such  as  minimal  competition  with  game,  enhancement  of  game  habitat,  minimal 
soil  erosion,  etc.)  and  let  them  develop  management  programs  to  fit 
conditions.   Then  hold  them  accountable  to  produce  according  to  mutually 
satisfactory  objectives. 

W.  C.  Krueger 

1.  Provide  only  guidelines.   Provide  opportunities  for  young  range  managers 
to  attend  field  training  sessions  to  get  a  "feel"  for  how  to  apply 
guidelines. 

2.  Some  of  the  material  included  in  the  literature  review  (sent  with  this 
questionnaire)  needs  to  be  evaluated.   I  suggest  much  of  the  work 
discussed  under  the  SSF  heading  is  inappropriate  to  many  areas  under 
BLM  control.   Packer  (1935)  and  Marston(1952)  studied  high  elevation 
ranges  that  could  be  expected  to  product  70%  more  cover  and  reduce  bare 
areas  to  less  than  4"  in  diameter.   This  amount  of  vegetative  cover  is 
impossible  on  many  BLM  range  areas. 

Thanks  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  range  suitability.   I  hope 
this  is  an  indication  of  future  BLM  efforts  to  obtain  outside  input. 
I  feel  better  already  just  because  I  was  asked. 

Fee  Busby 

Range  suitability  should  be  determined  on  inherent  characteristics  of  the 
site  rather  than  current  range  condition  and  current  or  past  management. 
The  present  stocking  rate  of  suitable  range,  i.e.,  the  present  degree  of 
use  permissible  will  depend  on  inherent  productivity  and  stability  of  the 
site,  topography,  range  condition  and  trend,  water,  other  improvement, 
grazing  system,  kind  or  class  of  livestock,  season  of  use,  managerial  skill, 
economics,  and  objectives  of  the  landowner. 

E.  L.  Smith 

I  think  the  idea  is  good,  but  probably  needs  further  refinement  and  simpli- 
fication. 

R.M.  Hyde 

As  you  can  see  by  my  answers,  I  am  very  negative  on  establishing  criteria 
and  standards  which  can  be  used  to  cook-book  range  management  decisions. 
I  fully  recognize  that  some  range  should  not  be  grazed  by  livestock  for  a 
multitude  of  reasons,  some  of  which  are  included  in  your  proposed  criteria, 
but  there  are  so  many  interactions  and  exceptions  that  I  feel  specific 
standards  for  a  few  criteria  are  a  mistake. 

Let's  see  that  our  range  managers  are  trained  to  interpret  and  make  correct 
decisions,  not  just  flunkies  to  apply  recipes. 

Phil  Ogden 


• 


• 


• 


I'd  like  to  put  in  a  plug  for  use  of  improved  grazing  systems  to: 

1.  Utilize  little-used  range  by  changing  season  of  use,  class  of 
stock,  etc. 

2.  Improve  poor  condition  ranges  by  using  animals  to  scatter  and 
trample  seed. 

S.  C.  Martin 

When  calculating  carrying  capacities,  all  areas  labelled  "unsuitable"  are 
excluded,  I  assume,  yet,  it  is  not  possible  to  precisely  set  limits  on 
what  is  suitable  and  what  is  not.   Therefore,  it  might  be  reasonable  to 
assign  some  capacity  to  those  areas  that  are  marginally  suitable  or  unsuitable, 

The  man  on  the  ground  should  have  leeway  for  judgement. 

R.  0.  Meeuwig 


• 


COLLEGE    OF    NATURAL    RESOURCES 
52  ' 


Cren  State  University 
Logan,  Utah  84322 


January  20,  1977 


Dr.  Floyd  Kinsinger 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Denver  Federal  Center,  Bldg.  50 
Denver,  CO  30223 

Dear  Floyd: 

Enclosed  are  my  comments  as  per  your  request. 

Thanks  for  the  opportunity. 

Sin/ftrely,  / 


DDD: ja 
Encl. 


DEPARTMENT  OF 

RANGE  SCIENCE 

752-4100    EXT.  7621 


)on  D.  Dwyer     * 
Head,  Department  of  Range  Science 
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JMBOLDT  STATE  UNIVERSITY 


Areata,  California     95521 


(707)826-4  14- 


OOL  OF  NATURAL  RESOURCES 
ARTMENTOF  RANGE  MANAGEMENT 


January-  21,   1977 
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Dr.  Floyd  Kinsinger 
United  States  Department 

of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Denver  Service  Center 
Denver  Federal  Center,  Bldg.  50 
Denver,  CO/80225 

Dear  Floyd: 


• 


Don  Hedrick,  Dave  Bryant,  and  myself  collaborated  our  thoughts 
regarding  input  to  your  request  for  information  on  rangeland 
suitability.  Enclosed  are  the  suggestions  which  we  decided  upon. 


Hope  to  see  you  in  Portland. 


Sincerely  yours, 


Robert  B.  Turner 
Chairman 
(707)  826-4147 


bj 


i 


( 
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HMANN    COLLEGE    OF   AGRICULTURE 

UNIVERStTY  OF  NEVADA  PENO 
DIVISION  OP  RENEWABLE  NATURAL  RESOURCES 

920  VALLEY  ROAD 
RENO    NLVAOA  89il2 


RCSIDENT  INSTRUCTION 
AGRICULTURAL  EXPERIMENT  STATION 


Ct  I  COOPERATIVE  EXTENSION  SERVICE 


January  \k,    1977 


Dr.  Floyd  E.  Kinsinger 

U.S.  Dept.  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Denver  Service  Center 

Denver  Federal  Center,  Building  50 

Denver,  Colorado  80225 

Dear  Floyd: 

I  hope  these  handwritten  notes  might  be  useful.   Received  this  on 
1/12/77  and  placed  in  return  mail  on  1/15/77-   Thanks  for  the  opportunity 
to  review  this. 


Paul  T.  Tuel ler 

Professor  of  Range  Science 


PT/jd 


• 


i 


• 
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UNITED  STATES  OtP^^TMtW.  OF  AGRICULTURE 
FOREST  SERVICE 

tOCKY  MOUNTAIN  FOREST  AND  RANGE  EXPERIMENT  STATION 

340  W**f  P*e«MC1  Stravt 

■*•«  OMHM.  Colorado  »0521 


4200 
January   18,    1977 


r 


L 


Dr.  Floyd  E.  Kinsinger 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Denver  Service  Center 

Building  50,  Denver  Federal  Center 

Denver,  Colorado  80225 


Dear  Floyd: 


Enclosed  are  the  discussion  items  on  range  suitability  criteria 
and  standards.   I  do  not  have  any  serious  comments  on  the  key, 
factors  being  considered  or  items  going  into  the  key.   I  do  have 
serious  reservations  about  the  universality  of  the  key  and  believe 
it  would  be  much  more  useful  with  provisions  for  modification  on 
a  Regional  basis. 

As  you  will  note,  my  main  comments  concern  inventory  or  classifying 
the  land  as  to  suitability  for  livestock  versus  using  this  classi- 
fication of  management  activities.   I  believe  this  approach  will 
soon  become  unwieldly  and  unworkable.   Too  many  factors  go  into  the 
management  activities  or  decisions.  These  cannot  realistically  be 
incorporated  into  a  universal  dichotomous  key.   When  it  is  attempted 
the  complexity  defeats  the  original  purpose.   Therefore  1  think  your 
approach  is  reasonable  if  it  is  kept  restricted. 

Hope  this  review  will  be  of  help  to  you  and  your  staff. 

Sincerely, 


PAT  0.  CURRIE 
Range  Scientist 

Enclosure 


THE    UNIVERSITY    OF    ARi    -ONA 

TUCSON,     ARIZONA      85721 


COLLEGE    OF    AGRICULTURE 

SCHOOL  OF  RENEWABLE  NATURAL  RESOURCES 
325  BIOLOGICAL  SCIENCES  EAST  BUILDING 


January  20,  1977 


Dr.  Floyd  E.  Kinsinger 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Denver  Federal  Center,  Building  50 
Denver,  Colorado  80225 

Dear  Dr.  Kinsinger: 


• 


Your  letter  of  January  5  to  Pete  Jacoby  requesting  comments  on  proposed  range 
suitability  guidelines  was  passed  on  to  me  since  Pete  is  no  longer  with  the 
University  of  Arizona.   I  have  taken  the  liberty  of  responding  since  this 
subject  is  of  considerable  concern  to  me. 

There  have  been  several  instances  recently  in  Arizona  where  the  USFS  has 
made  very  drastic  reductions  in  livestock  permits  based  on  suitability 
criteria.  These  are  permanent  reductions  caused  by  elimination  of  "unsuitable" 
or  "potentially  suitable"  range  from  carrying  capacity  estimates.  In  many 
cases,  the  unsuitable  or  potentially  suitable  classification  is  only  a  reflec- 
tion of  past  or  current  mismanagement.  Although  theoretically  some  of  these 
areas  may  be  again  considered  "grazeable"  in  the  future  if  range  conditions 
improve,  in  my  judgment  it  is  very  unlikely  that  this  will  occur  due  to 
pressure  from  anti -grazing  interests. 

I  do  not  object  to  the  idea  that  some  areas  should  not  or  cannot  be  grazed 
even  under  the  best  of  conditions,  but  to  classify  land  as  unsuitable 
because  it  is  in  poor  condition  is  not  good  range  management — it  is 
non -management . 

I  am  very  pleased  to  see  that  the  BLM  has  seen  fit  to  solicit  comments  and 
suggestions  from  outside  sources  before  its  procedures  have  been  solidified. 
You  may  not  agree  with  my  comments,  but  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  make 
them. 


• 


ELS:skj 


Sincerely  yours, 


L;tt; 


E.    Lamar  Smith 

Assoc.  Prof,  of  Range  Management 


\ 


C^^-EGE  OF  AGRICULTURE  AND  ,iOME  ECONOMICS 

H  BlTMENT  OF  ANIMAL  AND  RANGE  SCIENCES 
b^>l/Las  Cruces.  New  Mexico  88003 
Telephone  (505)  646-2514 


January  17,  1977  ^/UEpe<^ 


Dr.  Floyd  E.  Kinsinger 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Denver  Service  Center 
Denver  Federal  Center,  Bldg.  50 
Denver,  Colorado  80255 

Dear  Floyd : 

We  have  decided  to  submit  a  joint  response  to  your  inquiry  concerning  rangeland 
and  suitability  standards.  We  are  doing  this  for  the  following  reasons:   (1) 
Your  discussion  items  are,  in  reality,  leading  questions  and  in  answering  them 
we  would  in  effect  be  voting  yes  or  no;  (2)  We  all  feel  that  wise  use  of  the 
range  resource  cannot  Tesult  from  an  arbitrary,  subjective  classification  as  to 
its  suitability  for  grazing.  The  ecosystems  represented  in  the  western  ranges 
are  too  diverse  and  the  amplitude  of  criteria  too  great  to  be  appropriately  class- 
ified by  the  single,  rigid,  "key"-  type  system  proposed.   (3)  We  feel  that  West- 
w  J^^application  of  the  outlined  system,  besides  being  impractical,  would  do  a 
d.™^rvice  to  the  grazing  industry.   (A)  While  we  can  appreciate  BLM's  desire  to 
have  a  standard,  easily  implemented,  classification  system,  we  also  appreciate 
the  inherent  danger  of  irreversible,  inappropriate  decisions.   (5)  Is  our  pre- 
sent state  of  knowledge  adequate  for  the  development  of  suitability  standards? 

In  reviewing  the  system  with  application  to  Southwestern  ranges  in  mind,  we  find 
several  glaring  deficiencies.  The  minimum  criteria  of  25  lbs.  per  acre  or  32 
acres/AUM  would  prevent  grazing  use  of  vast  areas  of  mesquite-dune  lands  and 
creosotebush  lands  (a  typical  Jornada  pasture  has  been  stocked  at  49  acres/AUM 
for  the  past  20  years).   While  it  is  true  these  lands  do  not  support  many  cattle, 
they  do  permit  the  existence  of  economic  ranch  units.  To  say  that  such  lands 
could  better  be  used  for  wildlife  or  watershed  is  hardly  true  because  wildlife 
populations  are  minimal  and  many  of  the  lands  occur  in  closed  basins.   In  addi- 
tion, there  are  many  ranges  where  annuals  support  the  bulk  of  livestock  and  would 
be  classed  as  unsuitable  in  this  system;  e.g.,  cheatgrass  range  in  Intermountain 
Region;  annuals  in  California.  Also,  precluded  is  the  use  of  livestock  for  man- 
agerial manipulation  of  low  producing  lands. 

The  criteria  used  for  ground  cover  -  runoff  relations  (Table  3,  Figure  3,  Table 
A  in  the  Information  Memo)  are  not  applicable  to  the  Southwest.   Maximums  on 
many  ranges  here  would  not  meet  the  minimums  given  for  %  cover  or  lbs. /acre.  We 
also  note  an  absence  in  the  "key"  of  any  separation  between  geologic  erosion  and 
grazing- induced  erosion.   A  separation  is  essential  in  arid  areas  where  ground 
ccj  4^  is  naturally  low  and  high- intensity  rains  are  common. 


r.  jBk'd  E.  Kinsinger  -2-  January  17,  1977 


:  was  -noted  in  "Form  7310-12,  Determination  of  Erosion  Condition  Class,  that  each 
riterion  is  divided  into  five  classes,  each  of  which  is  further  divided  into  2 
3  4  ranking  categories.  We  will  concede  that  a  well-trained,  astute  observer 
)uld  possibly  consistently  divide  into  the  five  classes,  but  it  stretches  the  im- 
jination  to  see  correct  assignment  of  subclasses.  Due  to  the  numerical  ranking 
rstem  used,  the  results  can  be  profoundly  affected  by  the  subclass  ranking.  Also, 
»  doubt  equivalency  of  criteria  such  as  litter  and  gullies. 

/o  items  are  glaring  in  omission.  On  any  given  range  unit,  areas  will  be  found 
lich  could  be  classed  as  unsuitable  for  grazing.  What  proportion  of  a  range  unit 
is  to  be  unsuited  for  grazing  to  cause  the  whole  unit  to  be  classed  as  unsuitable? 
Lso,  it  is  evident  that  the  guidelines  were  written  with  cattle  in  mind.  Ranchers 
lising  sheep,  goats  or  horses  could  legitimately  object  to  having  their  grazing 
mds  classified  by  slope  and  distance  to  water  standards  applying  to  cattle.  The 
isic  premise  of  suitability  is  confounded  with  ecological  position  and  condition. 

i  conclusion,  we  do  not  feel  that  we  can  endorse  such  a  rigid  system  for  range- 
md  classification,  particularly  on  a  nation-wide  basis.  Our  alternative  sug- 
»stion  is  the  development  of  broader  guidelines  which  can  be  applied  and  adapted  as 
seal  situations  dictate.  More  consideration  should  be  given  to  amount  and  distri- 
ition  of  precipitation  in  the  development  of  even  relatively  broad  guidelines.   In 
:hfj^^>rds,  we  do  not  feel  that  the  proposed  system  is  a  viable  substitute  for 
:a M  W;   and  local  experience  in  applying  sound  range  management  principles. 

Lncerely  yours, 


*  / 


arltoti  Herbel  Robert  Gibbens 

ex  Pieper     /")  f)  D  Ga*y  Donart 


rry  Schickedanz 
H/RG/RP/GD/JS/dts 
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■■iiM^A^^diM 


ACHING/RESEARCH/SERVICE 
Xl  §-6536 


3n£  University  of  Idaho 

College  of  Forestry. 

Wildlite  and  Range  Sciences 
Moscow.  Idaho  838-13 


February  3,  1977 

Dr.  Floyd  Kinsinger 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Denver  Service  Center 

Denver  Federal  Center,  Bldg.  50 

Denver,  CO    80225 

Dear  Floyd: 

In  reviewing  the  "Range  Suitability  Standards  for  BLM",  I  find 
that  I  am  not  in  total  agreement  or  if  my  interpretations  are  correct. 
First,  I  would  like  to  say  this  should  be  a  guideline  and  not  a  directive 
to  be  interpreted  as  "thou  shall  not  do  otherwise."  The  land  manager 
should  be  given  some  credit  for  using  his  training,  education  and 
experience  in  making  management  decisions.   He  must  be  able  to  defend 
or  support  his  decision  that  overrides  or  deviates  from  the  recommended 
guidelines,  however. 

Specific  comments:   I  would  use  60%  slope  as  a  cutoff.   This 
would  be  more  in  line  with  the  Forest  Service  criterion  which  is 
>  65%. 

The  soil  surface  factor  for  determination  of  erosion  condition 
class  appears  satisfactory  and  straightforward.  When  your  range  gets 
to  SSF  of  >  61,  it  is  critical  and  something  needs  to  be  done  as  your 
range  is  in  unsatisfactory  condition.   It  should  indicate  that  a 
management  change  is  called  for* Classifying  the  range  as  unsuitable 
should  be  one  of  several  alternatives  and  not  the  only  course  of 
action  that  should  be  taken. 

I  am  not  sure  I  understand  your  "Potential  SSF".   I  might  have 
missed  the  intent  here,  but  doesn't  most  landscape  have  a  potential 
SSF  of  >  61?  If  a  range  is  abused  enough,  an  SSF  value  of  61  is 
obtainable  in  most  cases.   Or  is  "potential"  synonymous  with  "natural"? 
If  so,  I  think  it's  all  right. 


I  think  that's  all  I  have  at  present, 
to  comment.   See  you  in  Portland. 


Thanks  for  the  opportunity 


• 


Sincerelv, 

Hironaka,  Professor 
Range  Resource  Management 


/, 


P.S.   Lee  said  he  intends  to  send  you  his  comments  before  long. 


The  University  of  Idaho  is  an  Equal  Opportunity/ Affirmative  Action  Employer 
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COOPERA7  a  7E  2XT?NS:f.  jN 
UNIVERSITY  OF'  CAL:.OHi«A 


s.  California  95616  Reply  TO:  Agronomy  and  Range  Science 

Extension  -  127  Hunt  Hall 

January  27,  1977 

Dr.  Floyd  E.  Kinsinger 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Denver  Service  Center 

Denver  Federal  Center,  Building  50 

Denver,  Colorado   80225 

Dear  Floyd: 

It  is  with  mixed  reactions  that  I  respond  to  your  request  for  inputs 
into  the  criteria  of  suitability  of  rangeland  for  grazing  by  domes- 
tic livestock. 

First  off,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  taking  this  extensive  effort  in 
requesting  such  input  from  the  extensive  list  you  attached.   I  feel 
very  strongly  that  the  academic  community  should  be  more  involved 
in^iis  type  of  process.   A  great  deal  of  expertise  and  experience 
lJjwwithin  this  group  which  should  strengthen  your  information. 
WrlB^the  diversity  of  western  rangelands  it  is  a  rare  person  who 
has  had  an  opportunity  to  experience  all  the  conditions  and  situa- 
tions that  might  arise.   Also,  I  feel  the  academic  staff  needs  to 
be  aware  of  what  pressures  are  placed  on  those  of  you  involved  with 
the  management  details  of  our  public  lands. 

My  concern,  however,  is  the  other  demands  on  my  time  right  now  which 
do  not  allow  adequate  thought  for  a  response.   Thus,  the  answers 
will  be  based  largely  upon  intuition  and  feeling  rather  than  more 
detailed  review  of  documented  evidence.   While  I  realize  you  must 
have  criteria  on  which  to  base  land  use  and  management  judgments,  I 
am  concerned  about  having  this  type  of  material  become  an  inflexible 
rule.   Your  responsibility  is  land  management  but  it  should  be  recog- 
nized this  is  only  one  type  of  input  into  a  system  where  other  inputs 
such  as  capital  and  population  are  also  subject  to  much  of  the  same 
variations  as  our  vegetation  may  be.   Our  wildland  planning  prac- 
tices still  ignore  the  significance  of  alternate  levels  of  some  of 
these  other  inputs.   This  really  gets  down  into  some  of  the  socio- 
economic evaluations  which  need  to  be  considered  when  we  discuss 
actual  resource  use  and' management  plans.    Please  take  these  con- 
cerns ;md  maybe  a  biased  viewpoint  into  account  as  you  review  my  re- 
sponse to  your  questionnaire. 

Af  Jft ,  my  thanks  for  including  us  and  I  hope  we  can  work  for  more  im- 
pi^Rd  processes  for  inputs  from  this  group. 

Cordially, 

W.  James  Clawson 
Extension  Range  Specialist 
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Corvallis.  Oregon  97331       (va»  7:4-33*1 
February   4 ,    1977 


Floyd  Kinsinger 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Denver  Service  Center 

Denver  Federal  Center,  Building  50 

Denver,  Colorado  80225 

Dear  Floyd: 

Sorry  this  response  is  late,  but  I  couldn't  get  to  it  sooner. 
I  hope  my  comments  will  be  of  some  value  to  you. 

I  suspect  my  recommendations  do  not  fit  government  policy  makers 
very  well  but  I  believe  they  will  help  you  do  a  better  job  of 
management.   My  primary  concern  is  to  recognize  exceptions  to 
wMt  is  otherwise  generally  true  and  use  these  exceptions  to 

'.disadvantage. 


If  I  can  be  of  further  help,  if  indeed  my  comments  are  of  any 
help,  please  let  me  know. 

Sincerely, 

William  C.  Krueger 
Program  Leader 

WK:bc 

Enclosure 
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Texas  Tech  University 


College  of  Agricultural  Sciences 

Department  of  Range  and  Wildlife  Management 

P.O.  Box -4-169       Lubbock.  Texas  79409       Phone  (806) 742-729S 

February  2,  1977 


Dr.  Floyd  Kinsinger 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Denver  Federal  Center  Building  50 
Denver,  Colorado  80225 

Dear  Floyd: 

Please  excuse  my  tardiness  in  responding  to  your  letter  of  early 
January.  I  probably  am  not  the  most  qualified  of  your  correspondents 
to  make  a  judgment.  1  will  point  out  limitations  that  I  see. 

Your  letter  states  the  intentions  of  the  program  very  well.  You 
specifically  say  "Suitability  of  rangeland  for  grazing  by  domestic 
livestock".  It  will  be  ^ery   important  in  introducing  new  terminology 

have  it  carefully  presented  so  another  undefinable  term  is  not 
Bded  to  those  already  in  our  vocabulary  -  such  as  "stocking  rate, 
grazing  capacity,  carrying  capacity". 

It  isn't  difficult  to  look  at  "range  suitability,"  as  it  appears 
throughout  the  questionnaire  and  in  the  information  memo,  and  then 
think  of  "range  readiness."  Careful  formation  of  sentences  to  state 
the  meaning  very  clearly  is  most  important.  If  you  are  going  to  say 
"rangeland  suitable  for  grazing,"  why  not  consider  "grazable  rangeland" 
instead. 

Good  luck  in  this  attempt  to  have  a  defendable  basis  for  classifying 
appropriate  use  of  public  lands.  See  you  in  Portland. 


<. 


Sincerely, 


Donald  F.  Burzlaff,  Chairman 
Range  and  Wildlife  Management 
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PULLMAN,  WASHINGTON    99163 


FORESTRY  AND  RANGE  MANAGEMENT 


7  February  1977 


Dr.  Floyd  Kinsinger 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Denver  Service  Center 

Denver  Federal  Center,  Building  50 

Denver,  Colorado  80225 

Dear  Floyd: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  of  reviewing  your  range  suitability  criteria 
and  standards.  I  called  our  Range  Management  faculty,  including  Ben  Roche', 
Ben  Zamora,  Jack  Nelson  and  Carl  Goebel ,  into  my  office  and  we  went  over 
the  items  together.  The  answers  provided  on  the  questionnaire  are  as  much 
a  composite  of  our  general  opinions  as  I  could  make  them.  I  hope  this 
information  is  useful  to  you. 

^  think  that  it  would  be  very  useful  if  we  could  call  together  the  several 
»deral  agencies  with  range  management  responsibilties  and  talk  about  the 
Standardization  of  a  number  of  our  range  analysis  procedures.  If  we  could 
do  this,  it  would  provide  standarized  and  approved  alternatives  for  the 
various  surveys  and  inventories  that  we  make.  Thus,  if  we  had  a  range 
inventory  to  do,  you  could  select  the  procedure  giving  you  the  intensity 
of  inventory  results  which  best  fitted  your  needs.  As  long  as  everyone 
follows  his  own  intuition  in  range  appraisal  and  analysis  procedures,  we 
will  have  a  difficult  time  convincing  the  public  that  we  are  professional 
people. 

I  think  your  efforts  are  in  the  right  direction.  If  we  can  help  further, 
please  let  us  know. 

Sincerely, 


t  A.  Harris 
irman 


GAH:kjs 
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United  states  department  of  agriculture 

forest  service  ') //  t 

t 

Range  S,   Wildlife  Habitat  Laboratory  " 

Route  2,  Box  2315        La  Grande,  OR  97350 

reply  TO:      4210  Cooperations,  Programs 

March  14,  1977 

'SUBJECT:      Livestock  Range  Management 


TO:       Dr.  Floyd  E.  Kingsinger,  Technical  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Denver  Service  Center 
Denver  Federal  Center,  Bldg.  50 
Denver,  Colorado  80225 

Dear  Floyd: 

I  have  attached  my  comments  on  your  recent  Range  Suitability 
query — they  are  candid. 

Sorry  not  to  have  responded  earlier  but  I've  been  on  TDY  since 
first  of  year. 

SiAcerely , 


._N  M.  SKOVLIN 
I      /Project  Leader 

Enclosure 
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Colorado  State  University 
_  .  _,  Fori  Collins.  Colorado 

Department  of  Range  Science  80523 

February  18,  1977 


Floyd  E.  Kinsinger,  Director 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Denver  Service  Center 

Denver  Federal  Center,  Bldg.  50 

Denver,  CO  80225 

Dear  Floyd: 

We  are  sorry  we  are  late  with  our  reply  to  your  "Range  Suitability  Criteria 
and  Standards."  Nevertheless  they  are  included  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 


^fJ 


C.  Wayne.  Cook 
Department  Head 
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UTAH  STATE  UNIVERSITY 

UMC  49 
LOGAN.  UTAH   84322 


Utah  Stat*  UnK-arslty.  Utah  Countla*  and  tha 
U.  5.  Dapartmant  of  Agriculture  Cooparatlng 


January  24,  1977 


Pr-Floyd  Kinsinger 
Standards  and  Technology  Div. 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Denver  Fed.  Service  Center — Bldg.  60 
Denver,  Colorado  80225 

Dear  Floyd: 

Enclosed  are  my  comments  on  "Range  Suitability  Criteria  and  Standards." 

1  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  comment  constructively. 

The  sense  of  my  comments  are  intended  to  be  positive.   My  only 
reservation  is  in  regard  to  the  risk  of  numerical  criteria  and  standards 
being  used  as  "crutches"  by  inexperienced  persons  in  lieu  of  careful 
on-site  study  and  occasional  reviev  of  classification. 

Given  safeguards  -  they're  useful. 

Best  regards. 

Sincerely, 

•    .       > 

•  Karl  G.*Parfcer 
Extension  Range  Specialist 

KPG:pg 
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